WILLIAM T FUJIOKA

County of Los Angeles
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street, Room 713, Los Angeles, California 90012
(213) 974-1101
http://ceo.lacounty.gov

Board of Supervisors

Chief Executive Officer GLORIA MOLINA
First District
October 30, 2012 ADOPTED
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Third District
#34 October 30, 2012 Pounn bistic
The Honorable Board of Supervisors . MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
County of Los Angeles 7 e Fiftn Distrct
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration o A
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012 SET: November 27, 2012 @ 9:30 a.m.

Dear Supervisors:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 1-4PP
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVE PROJECT;
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY; AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS
SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367
(THIRD DISTRICT) (3 VOTES)

SUBJECT

Approval of the recommended actions will adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
approve the proposed Project, and authorize purchase of land for development of the
Dan Blocker Beach General Improvements Project.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD:

1. Consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Dan Blocker Beach General
Improvements Project together with any comments received during the public
review period; find that the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the Board of Supervisors; adopt the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, finding that the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program is adequately designed to ensure compliance
with the mitigation measures during project implementation; and find on the basis
of the whole record before the Board of Supervisors that there is no substantial
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evidence the Project will have a significant effect on the environment and adopt
the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

2. Approve the Dan Blocker Beach General Improvements Project and approve the
Notice of Intention to purchase real property at 26200 Pacific Coast Highway,
Malibu, from Mansard Holdings, Inc., consisting of a total undeveloped land area
of 32,560 square-feet for a purchase price of $400,000.

3. Instruct the Executive Officer of the Board of Supervisors to publish the Notice of
Intention in accordance with Government Code Section 6063.

4. Find that the property described in the Notice of Intention is needed for a public
purpose.

IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED THAT, AT THE TIME OF CONSUMMATION, THE
BOARD:

5. Set November 27, 2012, as the date of the public hearing to receive comments
and consummate the acquisition.

6. Authorize the purchase consummated in accordance with Government Code
Section 25350.

7. Authorize the Director of Public Works, or her designee, to open and manage
escrow, execute any required documentation necessary to complete the transfer
of title to the County, and accept the deed conveying title to the County.

8. Authorize the Auditor-Controller to issue a warrant to cover the purchase price of
$400,000 for the real property and any other required transactional costs or
escrow fees, which are estimated not-to-exceed $7,000.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approval of the recommended actions will adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND), approve the proposed Dan Blocker Beach General Improvements Project
(Project), and authorize purchase of land from Mansard Holdings, Inc. (Mansard), for
development of the proposed Project.
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Proposed Project

The proposed Project will consist of improvements to an undeveloped bluff area on one
of the four noncontiguous parcels of Dan Blocker Beach located at 26200 Pacific Coast
Highway in Malibu to provide improved public beach access. The improvements will
include construction of a new 15-space parking lot, a 242 square-foot public restroom
building with an underground on-site wastewater treatment system, and a pedestrian
beach access ramp complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act from the bluff top
down to the beach consisting of a concrete ramp supported on piles. In addition, the
bluff top will include site amenities, such as a small picnic area, public view areas, a
bike rack, walkways, and landscaping improvements.

The construction documents for the proposed Project have been completed and
submitted to the jurisdictional agencies for approval. Since the proposed Project is
located in the coastal zone and within the City of Malibu (City), the County will be
required to obtain a Coastal Development Permit pursuant to the City's Local Coastal
Program. The recommendation to adopt the MND is required for the land acquisition
and for the City to process the Coastal Development Permit to allow the implementation
of the proposed Project.

Following completion of the jurisdictional approvals tentatively scheduled for
January 2013, we will return to the Board for approval of the proposed Project budget,
adoption of the plans and specifications, and authorization to advertise for construction
bids. Construction of the proposed Project will be completed using a qualified
construction contractor through the County's competitive low bid process.

Land Acquisition

The property located at 26200 Pacific Coast Highway, between Corral Canyon Road
and Latigo Canyon Road, in the City of Malibu, is privately owned by Mansard and is
proposed to be acquired for development of the proposed Project. The property
consists of a total land area of 32,560 square-feet of undeveloped land located within
the dedicated right-of-way of Pacific Coast Highway. The property is encumbered with
a Caltrans easement limiting its use to public road and highway purposes. However,
Caltrans has no objections to the County's planned use of the property for development
of the proposed Project to provide improved public beach access to Dan Blocker Beach.

The Department of Public Works (Public Works), Property Management Division
received an appraised unit value, which was agreed to by all parties. The negotiated
purchase price of $400,000 is equal to 10 percent of the appraised value and reflects
easement considerations. Public Works Property Management Division has agreed that
10 percent of the appraised value is reasonable and County Counsel has concurred.
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Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The Countywide Strategic Plan directs the provision of Operational Effectiveness
(Goal 1) and Integrated Services Delivery (Goal 3) by investing in public infrastructure
that will enhance recreational opportunities for County residents and visitors by
providing improved public beach access at Dan Blocker Beach.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The total purchase price for the undeveloped land is $400,000, and approximately
$7,000 for the related title and escrow costs to consummate the transaction.

The total proposed Project cost, including land acquisition, plans and specifications,
plan check, construction, consultant services, miscellaneous expenditures, and County
services, is currently estimated at $5,500,000. We plan to return to the Board in
February 2013 to request approval of a total proposed Project budget and authorization
to advertise for construction bids. The proposed Project Schedule and Budget
Summary are detailed in Attachment A.

Sufficient appropriation is available in the Fiscal Year 2012-13 Capital
Project/Refurbishment Budget for the Project (Capital Project No. 77367) to fund the
land acquisition. The Project will be funded $1,243,000 with prior year net County cost,
$700,000 with the Safe Neighborhood Parks Proposition of 1996, and $3,557,000 with
the Vehicle License Fee Gap Loan Special Fund.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Pursuant to Government Code Section 25350, the attached Notice of Intention
(Attachment C) will be published in accordance with Government Code Section 6063 for
the intended action to purchase real property, and a public hearing will be held on
November 27, 2012, for the Board to receive comments prior to consummating the
acquisition.

Mansard has executed an Agreement to Convey and Claim for Payment Form with the
Public Works acknowledging the terms and conditions of the tentative agreement for
sale of the property. As part of the escrow process, Mansard will deposit into escrow an
executed deed conveying the land to the County. The original deed will be approved
and accepted by the Director of Public Works, or her designee, which will complete the
transfer of title to the County.

Public Works, in accordance with Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 3, Article 7,
Section 65402(b) of the Government Code; and notice under Title 22, Section 22.36.10
of the Los Angeles County Code as required for public agencies when acquiring real
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property interests for public purposes, has provided notification to the City's Planning
Division of the County's intent to acquire the real property. The City acknowledged that
the subject parcel would be considered within public open space designation, thus
within the City's General Plan.

County Counsel has approved all documents in this transaction as to form.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed Project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Initial Study identified potentially significant
effects of the proposed Project on air quality, biological resources, and geology and
soils. Prior to the release of the proposed MND and Initial Study for public review,
revisions in the proposed Project were made or agreed to which would avoid these
effects or mitigate them to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, as
follows:

o Air Quality: Water and sweep the street for dust control, suspend excavation and
grading during high winds, and use, maintain, and operate construction
equipment to minimize exhaust emissions.

o Biological Resources: Should construction activities occur during breeding
season for certain migratory birds, a preconstruction survey shall be performed
by a qualified biologist to protect active bird nests within 300 feet of the
construction area and establish buffer areas to be avoided by construction
activities.

e Geology and Soils: Design and construct the proposed Project in accordance
with the proposed Project specific geotechnical reports and wave-run up and
coastal analysis report.

The Initial Study and proposed Project revisions showed that there is no substantial
evidence, in light of the whole record before the County, that the proposed Project as
revised may have a significant effect on the environment. Based on the Initial Study
and proposed Project revisions, an MND was prepared for this proposed Project. The
proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Section 5 of Attachment B) was
prepared to ensure compliance with the environmental mitigation measures included as
part of the final MND (Attachment B) relative to these areas during Project
implementation.

Since public circulation of the Draft Initial Study/MND, the proposed Project scope has
been refined based on the completed design. The proposed Project scope now
includes the construction of a picnic area and public restroom facility with an on-site
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wastewater treatment system, which were originally included as an option and
evaluated in the circulated Draft Initial Study/MND. In addition, the location and
alignment of the beach access ramp has been refined based on additional geotechnical
and coastal studies completed for the proposed Project. The refined proposed Project
scope and associated environmental impacts have been evaluated and included in the
final MND. Revisions to the MND were also made to address adopted changes to the
State CEQA Guidelines, which occurred following public circulation of the document.
The proposed Project revisions do not result in any new significant impacts or an
increase in the severity of the previously identified project impacts. Some of the
previously proposed mitigation measures that have already been fulfilled or
incorporated as part of the completed final design have been eliminated as they are no
longer necessary or applicable. Additionally, minor changes of certain existing
mitigation measures were made for clarity; however, the mitigation remains substantially
the same.

The proposed Project refinements made and included in the final MND since public
circulation would not result in any new avoidable significant effects, and previously
proposed and clarified mitigation measures and proposed Project revisions will ensure
that all significant environmental effects are reduced to below the level of significance.
Therefore, recirculation of the final MND is not required pursuant to Section 15073.5 of
the State CEQA Guidelines.

Public Notice was published in the Malibu Times on October 21 and 28, 2010, pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21092 and posted pursuant to Section 21092.3.
During the 30-day comment period, which started on October 18, 2010, and ended on
November 16, 2010, comment letters were received from two public agencies
(City of Malibu and the Department of Transportation-Caltrans), two additional agencies
(Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains and Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy), and three members of the public. After the comment period,
written responses were received from the County of Los Angeles Sheriff's Department
and the California State Lands Commission. All comments received, as well as
responses to the comments, are contained in the final MND (Section 6 of Attachment B)
and have been sent to the commenting public agencies pursuant to Section 21092.5 of
the Public Resources Code.

The location of these documents and other materials constituting the record of the
proceedings upon, which the Board's decision is based in this matter, is the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Project Management Division |, 900 South
Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor, Alhambra, California 91803. The custodian of such
documents and materials is Ed Andrews, Project Manager, Public Works.
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The proposed Project is not exempt from payment of a fee to the California Department
of Fish and Game pursuant to Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game Code to defray the
costs of fish and wildlife protection and management incurred by the California
Department of Fish and Game. Upon the Board's adoption of the MND, Public Works
will file a Notice of Determination in accordance with Section 21152(a) of the California
Public Resources Code and pay the required filing and processing fees with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk of approximately $2,177.

CONTRACTING PROCESS

Design of the proposed Project is being completed by Public Works in-house staff and
as-needed consultants. Construction of the proposed Project will be completed by a
qualified construction contractor through the County's competitive low-bid process.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Approval of the recommended actions will have no impact on current County services or
projects.

CONCLUSION

Please return one adopted copy of this Board letter to the Chief Executive Office,
Capital Projects Division; the Department of Beaches and Harbors; and the Department
of Public Works, Project Management Division | and Survey/Mapping and Property
Management Division.

Respectfully submitted,

Wi LM
Chief Executive Officer

WTF:RLR:DJT
DKM:AC:zu

Attachments

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel
Beaches and Harbors
Public Works

UABOARD LETTERS 2012BOARD LETTERS [WORD]\Capital Projets, Proply Dvip, Asset Ping, Disability Rghts\FINAL CEQA BL - Dan Blocker CEQA Board Letter.docx



ATTACHMENT A
October 30, 2012

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 1-4PP
LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; AND
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS
SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367

l. PROJECT SCHEDULE
Scheduled
Project Activity Completion Date
Construction Documents 10/31/12
Jurisdictional Approvals 01/31/13
Award Construction Contract 04/30/13
Construction Start 05/13/13
Substantial Completion 07/31/14
Final Acceptance 09/30/14




Current Project Budget

Land Acquisition $ 410,000
Construction
Low Bid Construction Contract $3,156,294
Job Order Contract 0
Change Orders 315,629
Departmental Crafts 0
Youth Employment 0
Construction Consultants 0
Misc. Expense: Utility Relocation Fees 0
Telecomm Equip — Affixed to Building 0
Civic Arts 0
Other: Utility Connection Fees 35,000
Subtotal $3,506,923
Programming/Development $ 0
Plans and Specifications $ 174,335
Consultant Services
Site Planning $ 0
Hazardous Materials 0
Geotech/Soils Report and Soils Testing 61,345
Material Testing 50,000
Cost Estimating 3,350
Topographic Surveys 0
Construction Management 0
Construction Administration 0
Environmental 113,754
Move Management 0
Equipment Planning 0
Legal 0
Construction/Change Order 0
Other: Property Appraisal 50,100
Other; Wave Run-Up Study 40,380
Subtotal $ 318,929
Miscellaneous Expenditures $ 18,000
Jurisdictional Review/Plan Check/Permit $ 46,671
County Services
Code Compliance/Quality Control Inspection $ 113,378
Design Review 850
Design Services 50,231
Contract Administration 35,793
Project Management 563,339
Project Management Support Services 0
ISD Job Order Contract Management 0
DPW Job Order Contract Management 0
ISD ITS Communications 0
Project Security 0
Project Technical Support 0
Office of Affirmative Action 15,000
County Counsel 0
Geotechnical Engineering Services (GMED) 5,881
Other DPW Support Divisions 240670
Subtotal $1,025,142
TOTAL $5,500,000




ATTACHMENT B
October 30, 2012

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 1-4PP
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVE PROJECT;
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY; AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS
SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367
(THIRD DISTRICT) (3 VOTES)

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(See Attachment)



ATTACHMENT C
October 30, 2012

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 1-4PP
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVE PROJECT;
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY; AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS
SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367
(THIRD DISTRICT) (3 VOTES)

NOTICE OF INTENTION
TO PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY

(See Attachment)



NOTICE OF INTENTION
TO PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that it is the intention of the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles, State of California to purchase approximately 32,560 square
feet of undeveloped land (the "Real Property") located at 26200 Pacific Coast Highway
between Corral Canyon Road and Latigo Canyon Road in the City of Malibu, County of
Los Angeles, State of California for the sum of Four Hundred Thousand Dollars
($400,000) from the fee simple owner, Mansard Holdings, Inc. (the "Seller"). It is the
intent of the County to develop the Real Property with a new 15-space parking lot, a
242-square-foot restroom building, and a pedestrian beach access ramp from the bluff
top down to the beach to provide improved public beach access for Dan Blocker Beach.
Due to space limitations in this notice, a complete legal description of the property being
acquired by the County is available at the Department of Public Works,
Survey/Mapping and Property Management Division at 900 South Fremont Avenue,
10th Floor, Alhambra, California 91803.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the purchase of the Real Property will be
consummated by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Los Angeles, State of California, on the 27th day of November, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. in the
Hearing Room of the Board of Supervisors, Room 381, Kenneth Hahn Hall of
Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. No obligation
will arise against the County and in favor of the Seller with respect to the purchase of
the Real Property described herein until the Board of Supervisors approves the
purchase on the named consummation date.

SACHI A. HAMAI, Executive Officer
Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles

By

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JOHN F. KRATTLI
County Counsel

By

Deputy
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION/INITIAL STUDY
for the proposed
DAN BLOCKER BEACH PROJECT

SCH# 2001041057

Prepared for:

Lead Agency:
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Project Management Division 1
900 S. Fremont Ave., 5th Floor
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Prepared by:
Consultant of Lead Agency
David Evans and Associates

110 West A Street, Suite 1700
San Diego, California 92101

September 2010
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

11 INTRODUCTION
Lead Agency

An Initial Study for the Dan Blocker Beach Project was previously prepared for the County and adopted in
March, 2003. The March 2003 Initial Study is provided as Appendix G to this document. Given the amount
time that has passed since the existing IS'MND was approved and the fact that changes to the original project
scope have been proposed, the Department chose to update the March, 2003, Initial Study and recirculate for
public/agency review and comment.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (Department) is serving as the Lead Agency for the
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. Section 21067 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
defines a Lead Agency as the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving
a project which may have a significant affect on the environment. As the Lead Agency, the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works has the authority to oversee and approve the environmental review
process, as well as the design and construction of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.

Project Location/Description

This Initial Study evaluates and identifies the potential environmental impacts which may result from the
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project proposed for development on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top
located at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu south of Pacific
Coast Highway (PCH); north of the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean; west of Corral Canyon Road;
and east of Latigo Point. The proposed project would include the construction of an onsite parking area
accommodating 15 vehicles, beach access in the form of an Americans with Disability Act (ADA) ramp,
open space, and park site amenities (bench seating, potable drinking fountains, trash receptacles, anodized
bluff handrailing, a walkway and landscaped areas). Project amenities may include picnic tables and
restroom facilities. A portion of the site would remain open space. Open space provides habitat for vegetation,
which in turn provides habit for local wildlife. Open space also helps to reduce urban heat island effect,
increases stormwater infiltration, and provides the human population with a connection to the outdoors. Access
to the parking area would be via PCH and may include a right-hand turn pocket or marked deceleration
lane. Both would be accommodated using existing pavement. No changes to the width of PCH would
occur.

12 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

As part of the environmental review process for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project, the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works has authorized the preparation of this Initial Study. The Initial Study
provides a basis for understanding whether there are environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project and, where environmental impacts are likely to occur, if such impacts could be significant. The
purposes of this Initial Study, as stated in Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, are as follows:

Based on the findings of this Initial Study, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has
determined the environmental review needed for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, is a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND). According to Section 21064.5 of CEQA and Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines, a
MND is a statement that describes the reasons why the proposed project would not have a significant effect on
the environment by itself or because revisions to the project have been made to avoid or reduce the potential

MND/Initial Study
Dan Blocker Beach Project Page 1-1



Introduction (continued)

adverse impacts of the project to levels considered less than significant and that there is no substantial evidence
before the Lead Agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment. The
recommended mitigation measures presented in this Initial Study would be incorporated into the project. The
MND indicates that the project, as proposed, would not require additional environmental analysis in the form of
an EIR.

13 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

Based on the findings of the preliminary environmental analysis in Section 3.0 of this Initial Study, the
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project will not result in a significant adverse effect on the environment because
the identified potentially significant impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project will be
reduce to less-than-significant levels through implementation of the following mitigation measures which are
identified in the attached Initial Study.

Air Quality

To mitigate air quality impacts associated with construction activities to less than significant, the following
mitigation measures should be implemented when feasible. They should be included in grading and
construction plan specifications for implementation by contractors.

Measure 3.3.B1: To reduce fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving activities during grading /
construction activities:
) Limit grading/soil disturbance to as small as an area as practical at any one time.
) Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas.
) Prepare a high wind dust control plan and implement plan elements and terminate
soil disturbance when winds exceed 25 mph.
Stabilize previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction is delayed.
Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 times per day.
Cover all stock piles with tarps.
Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as feasible.
Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph.

Measure 3.3.B2: To reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment and activities, the following
measures shall be incorporated into all bid documents and implemented by the general
contractor:

o Require 90-day low-NOy tune-ups for off-road equipment.

) Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment.

o Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts if
available.

o Utilize diesel particulate filter on heavy equipment where feasible.

Measure 3.3.B3: To reduce reactive organic gas emissions from construction activities, the use of low VOC
coatings and high pressure-low volume sprayers shall be incorporated into all bid
documents and implemented by the general contractor.
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Introduction (continued)

Biological Resources

In order to reduce biological impacts to special status species to less than significant levels, the following
mitigation is recommended:

Measure 3.4.A1:

Ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities associated with construction of the
project should be performed outside of the breeding season for birds, or between September
1 and January 31.

If project construction activities cannot be implemented during this time period, the
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction nest surveys to
identify active nests within and adjacent to the project area up to 500 feet. If the pre-
construction survey is conducted early in the nesting season (February 1- March 15) and
nests are discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the nests only after it has been
determined that the nest is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor is an adult
actively brooding on the nest. Any active nests identified within the project area or within
300 feet of the project area should be marked with a buffer, and the buffer area would need
to be avoided by construction activities until a qualified biologist determines that the chicks
have fledged. The buffer area shall be 300 feet for non-raptor nests, and 500-feet for raptor
nests. If the buffer area cannot be avoided during construction of the project, the project
applicant should retain a qualified biologist to monitor the nests on a daily basis during
construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as a result of noise generated by the
construction. The biological monitor should have the authority to halt construction if the
construction activities cause negative effects, such as adults abandoning the nest or chicks
falling from the nest.

Geology and Soils

To reduce impacts associated with soil erosion from the proposed project to less than significant levels, and to
ensure the stability and structural integrity of proposed improvements, the following mitigation measures shall

be implemented:
Measure 3.6.E1:

Measure 3.6.E2:

Measure 3.6.E3:

Measure 3.6.E4:

Measure 3.6.E5:

Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the bluff face.

Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face
of the bluff.

During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas
to be developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to
drain any flows away from the bluff face.

Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that is not well vegetated should be
planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion.

A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation system for a concrete landing for the access
ramp should be constructed to prevent wave action and/or beach erosion.

MND/Initial Study
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Introduction (continued)

Measure 3.6.E6: The access ramp should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial erosion
process, which would sustain the integrity of the structure from any marine or subaerial
erosion process.

To reduce impacts associated with the structural geotechnical stability of the proposed project to less than
significant levels, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented:

Measure 3.6.F1: The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan
Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed.

Measure 3.6.F2: Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade before final
design of the ramp and parking area. After these samples are taken the recommendations in
the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta
dated December 26, 2000 may be modified depending on the findings. If modified findings
result from the samples they should than be implemented.

In order to reduce impacts associated with any potential wastewater treatment system to less than significant
levels, the following mitigation is recommended:

Measure 3.6.H1: In the event that a restroom with wastewater treatment system is chosen for the final design
for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, a suitability analysis of the soils supporting the use of
the septic tanks, as well as the accompanying leach fields or seepage pits, shall be
conducted prior to or concurrently with the acquisition of subgrade drill borings and soil
samples as part of Mitigation Measure 3.6.F2. The suitability analysis shall include
percolation tests at the exact location of the absorption field. Recommendations from the
suitability analysis shall be incorporated into the wastewater treatment design.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Improvements from the proposed project would introduce asphalt surfaces from walkways and the parking
area. This would result in a slight decrease in the amount of water percolation and increase the amount of
runoff, erosion potential and drainage on-site. Implementation of the proposed project would require
conformance with a number of regulatory requirements related to hydrology and water quality, including
elements of NPDES and County storm water standards. Project compliance with existing storm water
regulations enforced during plan review would ensure that impacts from construction and operation of the
proposed project would not violate water quality standards. Mitigation to decrease erosion impacts would be
implemented to reduce erosion impacts to a level of less than significant. Mitigation measures 3.6.E1 through
3.6.E6 would reduce any impacts associated with the runoff erosion to a level of less than significant.

____ ]
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SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Regional Setting

The proposed project site at Dan Blocker Beach is located in the City of Malibu, within Los Angeles County,
and is bounded by Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) to the north, Escandido Beach to the west, Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area to the north-east, Puerco Beach to the east and the Santa Monica
Bay/Pacific Ocean to the immediate south. Dan Blocker Beach is approximately 11.1 acres and consists of four
noncontiguous parcels (Figure 2, Vicinity Map). PCH is a 4-lane highway and is located north of Dan Blocker
Beach. PCH traverses the City of Malibu from east to west along the Pacific Coast. Figure 1, Regional Map,
shows the project site in a regional context.

Los Angeles County encompasses approximately 2,613,000 acres (4,083square miles) in southern California,
north of Orange County, south of Kern County, east of Ventura County and west of San Bernadino County.
Development of Los Angeles County started in the 1900’s, and over 70 percent of the urban development has
occurred since the 1940’s. Approximately 1,133 square miles has been devoted to urban use, more than 97
percent of which is located south of the San Gabriel Mountains. Dan Blocker Beach is located in the western
portion of Los Angeles County. Dan Blocker Beach is designated as Open Space in the Los Angeles County
General Plan and is zoned Public Open Space.

Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu, which was incorporated in 1991. Prior to its
incorporation, the land use within the City was governed by the Malibu Land Use Plan (LUP) and the
County of Los Angeles General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The extent of development in Malibu today is
a reflection of the planning practices of the County of Los Angeles and the California Coastal Commission.
In 1990, the City had 11,643 residents, but unlike other newly incorporated cities in Los Angeles County,
Malibu’s growth rate has not been rapid. The Malibu General Plan (1993) projected 12,063 residents for the
year 2000 and a 12.6 percent growth rate over the decade. The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project
site is located within the coastal zone. In accordance with the California Coastal Act, a Local Coastal Program
(LCP) consisting of two sections, the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation Plan (LIP) was adopted
by the City of Malibu.

In 1990, there was approximately 12,552 acres of land within the City of Malibu. The City has many
environmental constraints, such as steep hillsides, extreme fire hazards and sensitive environmental resources.
As a result, the City has a low rate of development, vacant land accounting for 60 percent of current land
use and making up approximately 7,296.5 acres. This land is essentially natural, consisting of trees, brush,
scrub and grassland. Residential land makes up 22 percent and housing stock consists of an estimated 6,010
dwelling units in the area. The remaining 15 percent of current land use is composed of open space. The
City of Malibu contains several unique natural resources including the combination of mountains and
ocean.

Development along the Californian coast in the project vicinity began in the 1920’s, gradually spreading into
the hills and canyons. The community of Malibu was seen as a haven for those preferring a quieter, more
tranquil, coastal community. Malibu still combines elements of both rural and beach area communities,
attracting many seasonal residents in addition to its permanent residents. Residential development is
interspersed with neighborhood service facilities such as restaurants and grocery stores with more intensive
land uses clustered on PCH. One of the largest concentrations of residential neighborhoods is located at Point
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Project Description (continued)
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Project Description (continued)

Dume, approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the project area. As retaining the rural character of Malibu is
important, there is no traditional commercial center in the City. Commercial development is scattered and
mainly located along PCH, contributing to just two percent of all land use in the city.

Project Background and Site Information

The Dan Blocker Beach Project site is located at 26000 Pacific Coast Highway, in the City of Malibu on the
northern rim of Santa Monica Bay, west of Corral Canyon Road, and east of Seagull Way. Dan Blocker
Beach includes the former Corral Beach which totals approximately 11.1 acres. Dan Blocker Beach includes
four noncontiguous parcels (Figure 2, Vicinity Map). The coastline in the area has been heavily impacted by
public use, shoreline erosion and residential development. The location of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach
Project is approximately 1.92 acres and located in the central eastern portion of the beach. Figure 2,
Vicinity Map, and Figure 3, Aerial Photograph, illustrate the project site and its surrounding areas.

The Beach was originally donated to the State of California by Lorne Greene and Michael Landon in
memory of Dan Blocker. The County of Los Angeles was then given the property by the State of
California. The beach has remained largely undeveloped. Dan Blocker Beach is desighated as Open Space
in the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Malibu General Plan. Surrounding land use to the east is
mobile home residential and commercial development; to the west is mobile home residential with some multi-
family residential; and directly adjacent to the north of the site is recreation vehicle park and rural residential
land.

Dan Blocker Beach is located where the Santa Monica Mountains meet the bay. The topography includes
nearly vertical sea cliffs; the coastline in the area is quite irregular and rocky. Some of the coastal canyons
intersecting this area from west to east include Latigo Canyon, Solstice Canyon and Corral Canyon. Dan
Blocker Beach contains both level areas and steep cliffs. The beach’s width fluctuates between 20 feet
to150 feet. On the proposed site, there is an approximate 15-foot rocky embankment at the edge of the
parcel. At the top of this embankment, the bluff is approximately 50 to 65 feet in width. Various culverts
intersect the site within the proposed project area and extend to the edge of the cliff. The majority of the
proposed site is relatively flat.

The proposed site of the Dan Blocker Beach Project is immediately accessible from PCH. Pedestrian access
to the beach has been provided by informal trails randomly located along the beach embankment. Latigo
Shores Drive is located west of the proposed site and is a paved road that has been built to allow fire access
to the surrounding residential development. The proposed project site is fenced along its northern perimeter
and is partially covered with vegetation and deteriorated pavement. Power utility poles line the northern
side of the site.
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Project Description (continued)
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Project Description (continued)
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Project Description (continued)

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Physical Characteristics

The County of Los Angeles Department of Beaches and Harbors is proposing improvements to 1 of the 4
non-contiguous parcels of Dan Blocker Beach. The improvements consist of park site amenities, an ADA
ramp for beach access, and a parking area. The proposed project site currently consists of approximately
1.92 acres of vacant land, fencing, and deteriorated paving. The existing deteriorated pavement and fencing
would be removed as part of the project. Visitors currently park along PCH and access the beach by private
stairways located adjacent to existing residential units. The residential units are located adjacent to both
ends of the beach.

Park amenities common to all designs include a parking lot, bench seating, trash receptacles, bluff
handrailing, landscaped areas, walkways, and ADA beach access. The bluff top walkways would join the
parking area with the park site amenities and ADA ramp for beach access. Both the bluff top walkways and
beach access ramp will meet accessibility requirements for the Americans with Disabilities Act. The ADA
ramp would extend from the bluff top to beach level and would include concrete landings at each end. The
beach access ADA ramp entrance would be located just west of the center of the project site and extend east
to give beach access. Bench seating, overlooking the ocean, would be provided along the bluff top
walkways adjacent to the bluff along the eastern two-thirds of the project site’s length. A handrail would
extend the entire length of the project site, parallel the bluff. The chain link fencing would generally
surround the perimeter of the park area. Ingress of the parking lot would be on the western end and egress
would be located on the eastern end. Additionally, a memorial monument and plaque would be located on
the proposed project site. These improvements would be located in an area of approximately 300 linear feet
and would have a width of approximately 50 to 65 feet. Approximately 1/3 of the 1.92 acre site would be
developed with the proposed project. The proposed project would start at the edge of a gully located at the
eastern portion of the site.

Approximately 2/3 of the 1.92 acre site would remain open space (Figure 4, Open Space). Open space
permits recreational uses including open viewing areas, promenades, beaches, picnic facilities, and
associated surface parking and landscaping. Open space provides habitat for vegetation, which in turn
provides habit for local wildlife. Open space also helps reduce urban heat island effect; increases storm
water infiltration, and provides the human population on the site with a connection to the outdoors. The
project site is zoned as open space and by preserving the open space area will continue to provide valuable
scenic, recreational, and biological resources for County residents.

In addition to those amenities listed above, improvements may also include either 1) picnic tables
accompanied by restroom facilities (Figure 5a, Conceptual Site Plan with Restrooms), or 2) a telescope
viewing area with more bench seating (Figure 5b, Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms). The area
designated for these amenities is located along the western one-third of the project site adjacent to the
bluffs.

The first option would feature restroom facilities near the western edge of the site and approximately three
picnic tables located between the restrooms and the beach access ramp. The restrooms would be outfitted
with sinks, urinals and toilets. Wastewater would be treated by an on-site system. The possible wastewater
treatment systems for the park would utilize either leach fields located west of and adjacent to the park
facility, or seepage pits located underneath the proposed parking lot. The leach fields or seepage pits would
feature 100% redundancy, essentially creating two leach fields (one primary and one backup), or four six
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Project Description (continued)

foot diameter seepage pits (two primary and two backups) (Figure 5a, Conceptual Site Plan with
Restrooms).

The second option would feature a viewing area for beach and ocean viewing with approximately three
telescopes and accompanied by more beach seating. As with the first option, this area would be located
between the western edge of the park area and the beach access ramp entrance. If it is determined that the
site will not percolate according to the recommended wastewater treatment system standard, this option
eliminates restroom facilities and the accompanying onsite wastewater treatment systems (Figure 5b,
Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms)
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Project Description (continued)
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Project Description (continued)
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Project Description (continued)

The proposed project would include development of a parking area accommodating 15 vehicles and park
amenities located at the bluff top. The parking area would consist of 14 onsite diagonal parking stalls facing
PCH, and one onsite ADA accessible parking stall facing the bluff. The proposed parking area surface
would be asphalt. Parking meters would be placed for payment to use the parking facility. Parking along
the shoulder of PCH adjacent to Dan Blocker Beach and west of the project site would not be allowed.
Parking would also not be allowed along the shoulder located adjacent to the parking in order to maintain
sight distance at the parking lot exit.

Access to the project site would be provided via a one-way driveway from PCH on the western end. The
park design would include the use of existing through lanes to decelerate into the entrance. Caltrans has
determined from a traffic analysis prepared by the Department of Public Works that a deceleration and/or
acceleration lane would not be required for the project (Figure 6, Parking Lot Ingress and Egress). The
ingress and egress portion of the driveways would be gated with locking steel gates for security. Traffic
directional signage would be provided to regulate vehicle movement from PCH and the proposed project
site. An optional standard approved guardrail may be constructed between PCH along the proposed project
site. However this is not a requirement from Caltrans.

Landscaping would be provided as part of the proposed project. Landscaping would include native species
and non-invasive non-native plants, which would provide erosion control. Landscaping between the
proposed parking lot and PCH would be limited to low growing plants only (3 feet maximum height) to
maintain proper sight distance from the parking lot exit. Temporary irrigation would be installed until the
plants are established and then removed. Site drainage would be directed towards PCH rather than drain
onto the beach.
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Project Description (continued)
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Project Description (continued)

2.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT

The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors seeks to accomplish the following
objectives with the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project:

[ | To meet the public demand for beach access and parking, through the provision of a public
permanent parking facility and ADA compliant beach access.

[ | To provide park site amenities at Dan Blocker Beach including picnic tables, viewing areas,
and public restrooms that meet County standards.

24 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

A discretionary decision is an action taken by a government agency (County of Los Angeles) that calls for the
exercise of judgement in deciding whether to approve a project. The proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project
would require the following specific discretionary approvals from different departments of the County,
including the County Chief Executive Office, the Department of Public Works, as well as the County
Department of Beaches and Harbors and County Board of Supervisors.

] Approval of Environmental Review - The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and the Los Angeles County Department
of Beaches and Harbors would need to complete the environmental review process for the
project.

| Approval of Project — The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the County Chief
Executive Office, the Department of Public Works and the Department of Beaches and
Harbors would need to approve the proposed project.

u Coastal Approval — As a responsible agency, the City of Malibu would need to issue a
Conditional Use Permit for the project prior to construction.

| Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Approval — As a responsible agency, the Department
of Health Services would need to approve installation of an Onsite Wastewater Treatment
System.

u General Waste Discharge Requirements Approval — As a responsible agency, the Los

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board would need to issue a General Waste
Discharge Requirements permit (Order No. R4-2004-0146) for an Onsite Wastewater
Treatment System.

Other discretionary approvals that may be required include:
u Section 404 Individual Permit - The United States Army Corp of Engineers may require

permit approval to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act for possible disturbance within
jurisdictional waters.
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Project Description (continued)

[ | Section 401 Water Quality Certification - The Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los
Angeles Region, may require certification under the Clean Water Act for possible disturbance
within jurisdictional waters

Ministerial actions required for the proposed project would include the following:
[ | Approval of Site Plan — The County Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works
and the Department of Beaches and Harbors would need to approve the site plan for the

proposed project for compliance with County regulations.

[ | Approval of Encroachment Permit — Caltrans would need to approve an Encroachment
Permit for proposed ingress and egress into the project site from PCH.

[ | Approval of Building Plan — The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works would
need to approve the building plans for the proposed project.
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SECTION 3: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

1. Project Title:
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

4. Project Location:

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

6. General Plan Designation:

7. Zoning:

8. Description of Project:

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

10. Other public agencies whose approval
is required:

Dan Blocker Beach Improvements Project

County of Los Angeles

Department of Public Works, Project Management Division
1

900 South Fremont Avenue, 5" Floor

Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

County of Los Angeles

Department of Public Works, Project Management Division
1

900 South Fremont Avenue, 5" Floor

Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Gil Garcia, P.E.

(626) 300-2310

26000 Pacific Coast Highway
Los Angeles, CA 90265

County of Los Angeles

Department of Beaches and Harbors
13839 Fiji Way

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

City of Malibu — Open Space

City of Malibu — Public Open Space (OS)

See Project Description in Section 2

See Project Description in Section 2

City of Malibu

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles County Department of Health Services
Caltrans (California Department of Transportation)
US Army Corps of Engineers - Los Angeles District
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics 0O Agriculture and Forestry O Air Quality
Resources
O Biological Resources O  Cultural Resources O  Geology /Soils
O Greenhouse Gas Emissions 0O Hazargls & Hazardous 0O Hydr_ology / Water
Materials Quality
Land Use / Planning O  Mineral Resources O Noise
Population / Housing O  Public Services O  Recreation
O Transportation/Traffic O  Utilities / Service Systems O Mandatory Findings of

Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date
Gil Garcia, P.E. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Printed name For
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors is proposing the development of a parking area,
a beach access ramp and park amenities on a 1.92 acre site located on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. This
section evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and provides explanations of
the responses to the Environmental Checklist. The Environmental Checklist is based on Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a list of questions that corresponds
directly to the legal standards for preparing Negative Declarations, Mitigated Negative Declarations
(MNDs), and Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs). The environmental issues evaluated in this Initial
Study include the following:

= Aesthetics = Land Use and Planning

= Agriculture Resources = Mineral Resources

= Air Quality » Noise

» Biological Resources = Population and Housing

= Cultural Resources = Public Services

= Geology and Soils = Recreation

= Greenhouse Gas Emissions = Transportation/ Traffic

= Hazards and Hazardous Materials = Utilities and Service Systems

= Hydrology and Water Quality

The environmental analysis in this section is patterned after the questions in the Environmental Checklist.
Under each issue area, a general discussion of existing conditions is provided. The Environmental Checklist
guestions are then stated and an answer is provided according to the environmental analysis of the project’s
impacts. To each question, there are four possible responses:

= No Impact. The proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project will not have any measurable
environmental impact on the environment.

= Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will have the potential for impacting the
environment, although this impact will be below thresholds that may be considered significant.

= Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project will have potentially
significant adverse impacts which may exceed established thresholds, although mitigation
measures or changes to the project’s physical or operational characteristics will reduce these
impacts to levels that are less than significant. Measures, which may reduce this impact, are
identified.

= Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project will have impacts which are considered
significant and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce
these impacts to insignificant levels. When an impact is determined to be potentially
significant in the preliminary analysis, the environmental issue will be subject to detailed
analysis in an environmental impact report (EIR).

The references and sources used for the analysis are also identified after each response.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

3.1 AESTHETICS

The project site is approximately 1.92 acres and is located on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan
Blocker Beach is located in the County of Los Angeles and in the City of Malibu. The beach is
approximately 11.1 acres and consists of four noncontiguous parcels, which are separated by privately
owned residential developments (see Figure 3, Aerial Photograph). Dan Blocker Beach is bounded by the
Santa Monica Mountains to the north and the Pacific Ocean to the south. Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), a
four- lane scenic highway, is also located north of Dan Blocker Beach and separates the beach from the
Santa Monica Mountains. Dan Blocker Beach is a narrow strip of beach with rocks protruding through the
sand (north of the Barsocchini property) curving around to the wider, less rocky beach south of Corral
Canyon Road. The height of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach vary depending on the amount of sand on the
beach; slopes range from near vertical in many areas to approximately 1:3 (horizontal: vertical).

Views of the Santa Monica Bay Coastline and the Pacific Ocean, as well as extensive views of the coast to
the west and the east, are visible from the bluff tops at Dan Blocker Beach. On clear days the Catalina
Island and the headlands at Point Dume and Palos Verdes are visible from the Dan Blocker Beach bluff.
The Santa Monica Mountains that parallel the coast provide a rugged and scenic backdrop to the beach and
can be seen to the north of the beach. Lifeguard towers and portable restrooms are located at the eastern
portion of Dan Blocker Beach and are visible from the surrounding areas. The single family residences that
separate the Dan Blocker Beach parcels are visible to the east and west of the beach bluff tops and to the
north of the sandy areas of the beach. From the sandy areas of the beach, views generally focus on the
bluffs and residential developments to the north, the Pacific Ocean to the south and the Santa Monica
Coastline to the east and west.

The proposed project site is located in the central portion of the Dan Blocker Beach non-contiguous parcels.
The portion where the project is proposed has a bluff that is approximately 15 to 20 feet in height. The
majority of the site is relatively flat and traversed by drainage culverts. The proposed project site is
typically 50 to 65 feet in width. There are no structures on the site. A chain-link fence is located at the
northern boundary of the site, and utility poles and overhead power lines also run along the northern
boundary of the site. The site is covered with vegetation and portions of the site contain deteriorating
pavement.

Views from the site include a residential unit and coastline to the east, PCH and the Santa Monica
Mountains to the north, open bluff top and residential units located to the west, and the Pacific Ocean to the
south. Views of the proposed project site can be seen through the chain- link fence located at the northern
boundary from motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians traveling along PCH. In the farther distance, the
Pacific Ocean can be seen by motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians traveling along PCH. Views looking
west of the project site from the residences and down the coast include the vegetated bluff, coastline and
clustered residential units. Views of the project site just east of the residential unit are blocked by a
residential building. Views looking east of the project site from the clustered residential units and bluff top
include vegetated and vacant bluff top, which partially include the proposed project site, coastline, a
residential unit, and additional development located down the coast. Figure 7, Site Photographs, illustrates
views of and from the proposed project site.

(Sources: Site Survey and Project Location Map)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

) View looking west from the project site
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Environmental Analysis (continued)
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View looking southeast from the project site

View looking south from the project site
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than No
Issues: Significant Mitigation ~ Significant | =
Impact Incorporated Impact P
AESTHETICS. Would the project:
. o
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista’ 0 0 n O
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
- oy o O O O [ |
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings? O O | O
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare,
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 0 0 n O
the area?
A Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is currently vacant and located along the Malibu
coastline. PCH is identified as a scenic road of visual importance in both the City of Malibu and Los Angeles
County General Plans. Corral Canyon Road, located to the northeast of the proposed project site, is also
identified as a scenic road. The proposed project site is not identified as a scenic vista. The closest scenic
element to Dan Blocker Beach is Little Point Dume Cove Bluffs, located at Point Dume approximately 2.5
miles to southwest of the proposed project site.

The tallest amenity being proposed as part of the project is a potential one-story restroom facility, which would
be approximately 10-feet in height. As stated in Section 2 of this initial study, the restroom feature is an
optional feature, and may not be part of the final design. Other project features include a parking area,
landscaping, walkways with hand railings, driveways and a guard rail to divide access from PCH. The
development of the project site would not block views of the ocean from PCH and to the east and west of the
project site. Views of the project site from the beach located south of the project site would change from a bluff
top to a parking area, ADA ramp, and park site amenities. The Santa Monica Mountains would still be visible
from the beach. Views of the ocean would still be available from PCH through the open space portion of the
project, unused parking spaces, the park site amenity area, and directly to the west and east of the proposed
development. The potential restroom facility would be one-story and would not block views. Additionally, the
project proposes bench seating and possibly picnic tables, which would provide visitors to Dan Blocker Beach
viewing areas of the ocean to the south and the Santa Monica Mountains to the north, as well as the coastline
located east and west of the project site. Thus, the project would include minimal improvements that would
enhance public opportunity with beach access and to view the ocean without having a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, and Project Location Map)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. The proposed site is vacant; no scenic trees, rocks, or historic buildings have been identified on the
site. PCH is located to the north of the proposed project site and is considered a scenic highway. The proposed
project would be small in scale and is not expected to adversely affect PCH. No impacts are expected.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, Los Angeles County Plan, Site Visit and Project Location Map)

C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?

Less than Significant Impact. No structures are located on the proposed project site. It currently is
vegetated and partially covered with deteriorated pavement. A chain-link fence is located along the northern
portion of the site. A residential unit is located adjacent to the east of the project site and a cluster of
residential units are located down the coastline to the west of the project site. The proposed project would
include development of a 15-space parking area, ADA access ramp to the beach, driveways, and various
park site amenities.

Additionally, the proposed development would potentially include a one-story restroom (approximately 10-feet
in height). The restroom would include toilet and sink facilities, and would be enclosed in a small scale block
structure. This would not significantly block views of the ocean from PCH. Views of the ocean would still be
visible from either side of the restroom facility. Cars would be parked in the proposed parking area but would
not significantly block views of the ocean from PCH. Breaks in the development of the restroom facility and
other proposed park site amenities would provide views of the ocean. Additionally, views of the ocean would
be available over the parked cars.

The proposed development would also include landscape which would limit the visual impact of parked
cars as seen from PCH or from residences in the area. The project would have a less than significant impact
on the existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan, Site Survey, Site Location Map, and Project
Location Map)

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not include light fixtures or nighttime lighting.
The park site amenities would be constructed of non-reflective materials. The proposed parking area would be
open from dawn to dusk. Therefore, no light would be created from vehicle headlights exiting or entering the
parking area. Additionally, during the daytime, parked cars may create some glare from the sun reflecting off
them. The potential glare from cars parked on-site is not expected to create a significant impact and is
considered less than significant.

(Sources: Project Location Map, Site Location Map, and Site Survey)
3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

The proposed project site is located on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan
Blocker Beach is owned by the County of Los Angeles and is within the City of Malibu. The proposed
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

project site is identified in both the City of Malibu General Plan and the Los Angles County General Plan as
open space. The proposed project site is not used for agriculture and is not identified for agricultural uses
either in the Malibu General Plan or the County of Los Angeles General Plan. Traditional forms of farming
and ranching are only practiced on a small area of land within the City of Malibu. Horticulture and horse
ranches are more common within the City of Malibu. Horticulture amounts to approximately 0.2 percent,

(24.8 acres) of all land use in the City and includes orchards, vineyards and nurseries.

Issues:

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES.
In  determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared
by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
Project; and the forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than No
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The project site is not located within a designated agricultural or horticultural area. The closest
agricultural lands are located approximately four miles southwest of the project at Point Dume. The proposed
site has been designated as Open Space and is not identified as farmland under the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, the City of Malibu’s General Plan and/or in the
Los Angeles County Plan. Thus, no impact to important farmlands is anticipated with the development of
the proposed project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan and Site Survey)

B. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

No Impact. The project site is vacant and is zoned Public Open Space. There are no agricultural lands
nearby or on the site. The closest agricultural lands are located at Point Dume, approximately four miles
southwest of the project and at Puerco Canyon, located approximately 0.5 mile to the east of the project site. No
impact is anticipated on agricultural zones or uses as a result of the proposed project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan Program and Site Survey)

C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The proposed project is currently vacant open space and is not located on existing forest land or
timberland. No forest land occurs within or adjacent to the project site. No impacts to forest land would occur.

D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

No Impact. The proposed project is currently vacant open space and is not located on existing forest land. No
forest land occurs within or adjacent to the project site. No loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use would occur.

E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

No Impact. No Farmland or forest land is present in the project vicinity. Therefore, no project-related changes
to the existing environment would result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses or forest land to
non-forest uses.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan and Site Survey)
3.3 AIR QUALITY

The project site is a bluff overlooking the coast, south of the Santa Monica Mountains and north of the Pacific
Ocean. The climate in the area is considered a dry summer subtropic or Mediterranean climate, characterized
by hot, dry summers and cool, moist winters. Skies are generally clear from midsummer through fall. Heavy
cloud cover and fog occur during spring and early summer. The climate at Dan Blocker Beach is mild and
pleasant year-round, with maximum temperatures ranging from 55 and 65 degrees Fahrenheit in winter and
between 65 and 75 degrees Fahrenheit in summer. Sea breezes come from the south and southwest. Seacoast
fog and warm marine air from the open sea keep the climate comfortable through the summer days when
temperatures are high. Sea breezes from the Pacific Ocean generally blow smog inland by mid-morning each
day.

Air Quality Standards

Air quality is measured by comparing contaminant levels in ambient air samples to National and State
standards. These standards are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) at levels determined to be protective of public health and welfare with an adequate
margin of safety. The federal Clean Air Act of 1970 first authorized National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) were authorized by the State legislature in
1967. California standards are generally more stringent than the National standards.

Air quality is considered in "attainment™ of NAAQS if pollutant levels are below or equal to the standards and
continuously exceed them on average of no more than once each year. Whereas, one violation of National
standards averaged over three years is still considered as meeting NAAQS, the definition of CAAQS attainment
iS zero violations.

Both the federal government through the Clean Air Act and the State of California through the California Clean
Air Act require the development of comprehensive plans for the attainment of air quality standards. The South
Coast Air Basin (SCAB) has been designated, both federally and by the state, as a non-attainment area for
ozone (0Os), and particulate matter (PMyand PM,s). Development projects must demonstrate that construction
and operational impacts on air quality will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality control plan, which is the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) developed by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for the SCAB.

Table 1, South Coast Air Quality Management District Attainment Status, lists the attainment status for all of
the State and national criteria pollutants within the South Coast Air Basin.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Table 1
South Coast Air Quality Management District Attainment Status
Pollutant State Federal
1-Hour Ozone Non-attainment | n/a

8-Hour Ozone

Non-attainment

Non-attainment

Particulate Matter PMy,

Non-attainment

Non-attainment

Particulate Matter PM, 5

Non-attainment

Non-attainment

Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO5) Attainment Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment
Visibility Reducing Particles | Unclassified No
Sulfates Attainment Federal
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified Standards

Source: California EPA, Air Resources Board website

Local Air Quality

Existing levels of ambient air quality and historical trends and projections in the Malibu area are best
documented from measurements made by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
SCAQMD operates an air quality monitoring station located in West Los Angeles at the Veterans Affairs (VA)
Hospital which monitors regional air pollutants such as ozone as well as species such as carbon monoxide (CO)
and nitrogen oxides (NOy) which tend to be more related to local source-receptor relationships. Measurements
of 10-micron diameter or less particulate matter (PMy,) are not made at the West Los Angeles site and are not
available from any SCAQMD site that would be representative of Malibu. The geographically closest air
monitoring station for PM1,0r PM, s data is in downtown Los Angeles.

Because of lower development density in Malibu than in West Los Angeles, project site air quality is likely
better than at the nearest SCAQMD station. Data from West Los Angeles is therefore a worst-case
representation of the project site air quality baseline. Table 2, Project Area Air Quality Monitoring Summary,
summarizes the last six years of published data for the West Los Angeles air monitoring station. Table 2 also
contains PMy, and PM, data from the downtown Los Angeles air monitoring station for informational
purposes.

Ozone, the primary ingredient in photochemical smog, is obviously an important pollution problem in the Los
Angeles basin. However, near western Los Angeles, there has been only one violation in the past six years of
the national hourly ozone standard (this standard was rescinded in 2006 and replaced with the federal 8-hour
standard). Slightly over five days per year in the last six years exceeded the California one-hour standard. The
federal 8-hour standard has been exceeded approximately once per year in the last six years. The state 8-hour
ozone standard has, on average, been exceeded five times per year. The hourly 0zone maximum was highest in
2003, but there has been some improvement since. The Western Los Angeles ozone air quality problem is
much less severe than in inland valleys of the basin.

The downtown Los Angeles area experiences occasional violations of standards for 10-micron diameter
respirable particulate matter (PM;). High dust levels occur during Santa Ana wind conditions, as well as from
the trapped accumulation of soot, roadway dust and byproducts of atmospheric chemical reactions during warm
season days with poor visibility. In downtown Los Angeles, approximately 8 percent of all days in the last six
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

years experienced a violation of the state PM;q standard. The three-times less stringent federal PM,, standard
has not been exceeded in the past six years. Maximum 24-hour PMj, concentrations appear to be declining
following a spike in 2003.

In downtown Los Angeles, the former federal 24-hour ambient air quality standard for ultra-fine particulate
matter (PM,s) has been exceeded an average of two times per year since 2002. When the federal 24-hour
standard was lowered from 65 to 35 ug/m3 in 2006, the number of violations of the PM, 5 standard increased to
almost 14 per year.

More localized pollutants such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, etc. are low near the project site because
background levels never exceed allowable levels. There is substantial excess dispersive capacity to
accommodate localized vehicular air pollutants such as NOy or CO without any threat of violating applicable
ambient air quality standard.

Table 2
Project Area Air Quality Monitoring Summary

(Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Levels During Such Violations)
Pollutant/Standard | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008
Ozone
1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 11 5 7 3 2 3
1-Hour > 0.12 ppm (F)" 1 0 0 0 0 0
8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 12 4 4 0 2 8
8- Hour > 0.08 ppm (F) 1 1 1 0 1 2
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.134 0.107 0.114 0.100 0.117 0.110
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.105 0.090 0.090 0.074 0.088 0.097
Carbon Monoxide
1-hour > 20. ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0
8- Hour > 9. ppm (S,F) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 5.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Max 8-hour Conc. (ppm) 2.7 2.3 2.1 2.6 1.9 2.0
Nitrogen Dioxide
1-hour > 0.25 ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.09
Inhalable Particulates (PM)°
24-Hour > 50 pg/m® (S) 6/61 5/61 4/61 3/59 5/57 3/42
24-Hour > 150 pg/m?® (F) 0/61 0/61 0/61 0/59 0/57 0/42
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (ug/m®) | 81 72 70 59 78 66
Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)°
24-Hour > 65 ug/m® (F) 5/330 2/318 2/334 0/330 0/324 1/337
24-Hour > 35 ug/m? (F) 11/330 20/324 10/337
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (ug/m®) | 83.7 75.0 73.7 56.2 64.2 78.3
Source: SCAQMD West Los Angeles Station (VA Hospital)
(S) = State ambient standard; (F) = Federal ambient standard
1 Standard revoked in 2006
2 Source: SCAQMD Downtown Los Angeles Station
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Less Than
. Significant
P_otefmally With L_ess_'l_'han No
Issues: Significant Mitigation ~ Significant | o
Impact Incorporated Impact
AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? O O [ | O
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 0 - 0 O

violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state

ambient air quality standard (including releasing O | O O
emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for

0zO0ne precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? O O u O

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? O O O u

A Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is designated as Open Space, and has been considered as
existing and future open space in the development of the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The
amenities proposed at the site would not be large enough to alter air movement, moisture, or temperature or
change the climate of the area. The proposed project would provide beach improvements and is not
inconsistent with the AQMP of the SCAQMD. The emissions associated with the proposed project would
not exceed SCAQMD thresholds (with mitigation for fugitive dust emissions) and thus, the project would
have no significant adverse impacts on regional air quality. The beach improvements would not conflict or
obstruct implementation of the AQMP.

(Sources: SCAQMD AQMP, Malibu General Plan, and Site Location Map)

B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The AQMP for the South Coast Air Basin was designed to
meet state and federal regulations to address air pollution within the Basin. The SCAQMD has published
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

significance thresholds for determining whether projects have significant adverse air quality impacts. These
significance thresholds are used to evaluate whether a project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the AQMP. Projects that exceed these thresholds are considered to have a significant impact on air quality.
Table 3, SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, summarizes the significance thresholds.

Table 3
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day
PMyp 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM, 5 55 Ibs/day 55 lbs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CoO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 lbs/day 3 Ibs/day
Source: SCAQMD Website; http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/signthres.pdf

Short-term / Construction Impacts

The construction of the proposed beach improvements is not expected to result in significant adverse short-term
impacts to air quality. The proposed improvements to the project site would involve limited construction or
ground disturbance activities during an estimated 9 weeks of construction. Heavy equipment may be expected
to operate during excavation, installation, and finishing operations. Operation and application of these
machines could temporarily increase air pollutant levels in the vicinity of the site through emissions from
exhaust systems. In addition, emissions from delivery trucks, construction crew vehicles, and other off-site
vehicle trips would add to short term and localized increases in pollutant levels. Construction activities also
generate evaporative emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) from solvents and other coatings.

To estimate construction emissions, the Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 model was used (see Appendix A).
Equipment exhaust emissions were calculated presuming that initial clearing will gradually shift toward grading
and paving and finally for site improvement construction and landscaping, etc. The Urbemis 2007 computer
model was used to calculate emissions from the following prototype construction equipment fleet:
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Clearing and Grubbing

1 Dozer

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe

1 Water Truck

Grading

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe

1 Water Truck

1 Trencher

Paving

4 Cement Mixers

1 Paver

1 Paving Equipment

1 Compactor

1 Pressure Washer

1 Pump

1 Roller

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe

Improvements

Landscaping, Construction, Site

1 Air Compressor

1 Forklift

1 Generator Set

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe

1 Welder

Source : Giroux and Associates, Inc.

Estimates of construction emissions are provided in Table 4, Construction Activity Emissions.

Table 4
Construction Activity Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity ROG |NOx |[CO SO, PM-10 | PM-25 | CO,
Clear and Grub
No Mitigation 1.2 9.9 4.9 0.0 05 05 1,034.5
With Mitigation 1.2 8.4 4.9 0.0 0.1 0.1 1,0345
Grading
No Mitigation 18 1255 6.7 0.0 10.5 2.8 1,274.9
With Mitigation 1.8 10.6 6.7 0.0 5.1 1.2 1,274.9
Paving
No Mitigation 3.0 17.2 12.7 0.0 1.5 1.4 1,849.5
With Mitigation 3.0 14.8 12.7 0.0 0.3 0.3 1,849.5
Finish Work, Landscaping and Site Improvements
No Mitigation 2.9 14.7 14.2 0.0 1.2 1.1 2,193.9
With Mitigation 2.9 13.2 14.2 0.0 0.4 0.4 2,193.9
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 -

Source : Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 (AppendixA)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

As shown above, peak daily construction activity emissions will be below SCAQMD CEQA thresholds.
Nevertheless, because of the basin’s non-attainment status for PM;o/PM,5, SCAQMD recommends use of
standard fugitive dust control mitigation measures for any project in the region. Because of the role of NOy in
basin smog formation, use of reasonably available NO, control measures is also recommended.

Recommended Mitigation

Construction activity air pollution emissions are not anticipated to individually exceed SCAQMD CEQA
thresholds. Regardless, the non-attainment status of the air basin requires that Best Available Control Measures
(BACMS) be used where feasible. These measures shall be included in grading and construction plan
specifications for implementation by contractors:

Measure 3.3.B1: To reduce fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving activities during grading / construction
activities:

¢ Limit grading/soil disturbance to as small as an area as practical at any one time.

o  Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas.

Prepare a high wind dust control plan and implement plan elements and terminate soil
disturbance when winds exceed 25 mph.

Stabilize previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction is delayed.

Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 times per day.

Cover all stock piles with tarps.

Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as feasible.

Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph.

Measure 3.3.B2: To reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment and activities, the following
measures shall be incorporated into all bid documents and implemented by the general
contractor:

e Require 90-day low-NOx tune-ups for off-road equipment.

e Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment.

e Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts if
available.

o Ultilize diesel particulate filter on heavy equipment where feasible.

Measure 3.3.B3:  To reduce reactive organic gas emissions from construction activities, the use of low VOC
coatings and high pressure-low volume sprayers shall be incorporated into all bid documents
and implemented by the general contractor.

Long-term / Operation Impacts
Vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed beach project would create emissions along PCH. These

emissions are estimated using Urbemis 2007 computer model for an assumed 240 daily trips to and from the
project site. Table 5, Estimated Operational Emissions, provides the results of the modeling.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Table 5
Estimated Operational Emissions (lbs/day)

ROG | NOx | CO | SO, | PMy | PMys | CO,

Totals (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1.9 2.3 217 100 |37 0.7 2,214.2

SCAQMD Construction 55 55 550 | 150 | 150 55
Thresholds

Source : Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 (Appendix A)

As shown, operational vehicle emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds; thus, the project would have
no significant adverse impacts on air quality. Also, the development of the Dan Blocker Beach improvements
would provide more convenient park facilities nearer to the urban areas of Los Angeles, allowing beachgoers
and surfers from the Los Angeles area to travel shorter distances before reaching a convenient beach location.
Thus, beneficial air quality impacts may actually occur due to shorter vehicle trips.

No long term stationary emissions are expected from the project, since limited electrical power service to the
site would be provided as part of the project. Also, on-site beach-going activities are not expected to involve or
generate on-site emissions. No barbecue grills are proposed which may generate particulate emissions.

C. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0z0ne precursors)?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As stated above, construction pollutant emissions would not
exceed SCAQMD thresholds. However, the South Coast Air Basin has a non-attainment status for particulate
matter and ozone. Thus, construction activity dust emissions and ozone precursor emissions are considered to
have a cumulatively significant impact. Use of best available control measures (BACMSs) to reduce dust
emissions is required even if SCAQMD individual CEQA thresholds are not exceeded by use of reasonably
available control measures. Similarly, ozone precursor emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG)/VOC and
NOx should be minimized as much as reasonably possible. Implementation of mitigation measures 3.3.B1
through 3.3B.3 will reduce cumulative impacts from construction emissions to less than significant levels.

Assuming that future users of Dan Blocker Beach are current beachgoers and users of other area beaches,
the diversion trips due to the proposed project may reduce overall emissions for the Los Angeles County
area in general. Also, as stated, the development of the Dan Blocker Beach improvements would provide
more convenient park facilities nearer to the urban areas of Los Angeles, allowing beachgoers and surfers
from the Los Angeles area to travel shorter distances before reaching a convenient beach location. Thus,
the project would not lead to any cumulative increase in air pollutants or ozone levels in the project area
from operational vehicle emissions.

(Sources: SCAQMD and AQMP)
D. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. The construction emissions have the potential to affect sensitive receptors
located near the site. Impacts on adjacent residences would be limited to fugitive dust during grading and
excavation and emissions from on-site construction equipment. Predominant wind patterns come from the
south and southwest, and emissions from the site would not be windblown to the residences located east and
west of the site. There are no homes located directly north of the site. The nearest homes to the north and
northeast (predominant wind direction) are located approximately 600 feet-to the northeast and 1,000 feet to
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

the north. Due to the limited construction activities, the direction of predominant winds, and the distance of
sensitive receptors that may be potentially affected, less than significant adverse impacts from construction-
related emissions are expected. The proposed project would generate a limited number of daily vehicle
trips. Emissions associated with project vehicle trips to and from the site would be dispersed throughout the
regional roadway network and would not be concentrated in any one area. Also, since these trips are likely
to be diversions of existing trips to beaches located farther from the urban areas of Los Angeles, no
additional pollutant concentrations that may affect sensitive receptors are expected from the project.

(Sources: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Malibu General Plan, USGS Malibu Beach and Point Dume
Quadrangles, and Site Survey)

E. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

No Impact. The proposed project would not handle large quantities of solid waste materials, chemicals,
food products, or other odorous materials and has no potential to create objectionable odors. On-site
picnicking and beach-going activities are not expected to involve or generate odorous emissions. No
barbecue grills, which may generate smoke and odors, are proposed. Any restroom facilities would be
cleaned and maintained regularly in accordance with the County Department of Beaches and Harbors’
maintenance schedule and are not expected to generate objectionable odors. Thus, no impact with respect
to odors is expected from the project.

(Sources: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook and Site Location Map)
34 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A biological resource assessment and impact analysis was prepared by Pacific Southwest Biological Services,
Inc (January 18, 2001) to analyze the biological impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. An
additional biological resources technical memorandum was prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants,
Inc. (April 7, 2009) to verify that on-site conditions and potential impacts had not changed from what was
written in the 2001 study. The 2001 study and the updated technical memorandum are provided in Appendix B.
The findings are summarized in this section.

The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project site is located within the coastal zone. In accordance with
the California Coastal Act, a Local Coastal Program (LCP) has been prepared and adopted by the City of
Malibu. According to the City of Malibu LCP Land Use Plan, the project site is designated as Public Open
Space.

Under the Los Angeles County General Plan, (Open Space Policy) and the Malibu General Plan, the site is part
of a broad special management area known as the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
(SMMNRA). The SMMNRA was established in 1978 by Congress and consists of local, county, state and
federally owned park lands. The entire City of Malibu is located within the SMNNRA, which extends to the
high tide line along the coast.

Under Special Management Areas, the County identifies the project area as a Significant Ecological Area
(SEA) containing ecologically fragile or important land and water areas that are valuable as plant or wildlife
habitat. In the Malibu General Plan, areas classified as SEAs by the County have been reclassified according to
biological resources as environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) or as significant watersheds.

According to the City of Malibu LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map 3, the project site is not identified as
an ESHA nor does it meet the ESHA criteria, which would allow it to be accorded the protection provided to a
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

ESHA designated area in the LCP. Pursuant to the biological resource assessment prepared for the project
(Appendix B), the site does not contain sensitive biological resources. The proposed project site contains
several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation. Substantial
areas on-site are covered with pavement and devoid of vegetation. In others, pavement rubble is only

partially obscured by weedy species.

Issues:

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The project site is characterized as degraded Venturan
coastal sage scrub with nonnative plant species dominating certain portions of the hillside and disturbance
associated with the pavement along the bluff-top. Dominant native plant species include California sagebrush
(Artemisa californica), California Encelia (Encelia californica), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), and ashyleaf
buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum). Prominent nonnative species include African fountain grass (Pennisetum
setaceum) and hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis). African fountain grass is the dominant species in the project
area and on adjacent bluffs. Much of the paved area now has substantial vegetation growth between cracks and
in eroded portions of the pavement, contrasting with the previous 2001 study which reported little to no
vegetation in these areas. The paved area nearest the bluff edge displays a similar species composition to most
of the site, while sparse marginal weeds occur in the paved portion of the site closer to PCH. No special status
plants were observed to occur within the project area. Complete lists of the plants found at the site are included
as Appendix 1 in the 2001 report and Appendix A in the 2009 report, which are included in Appendix B of this
Initial Study.

Sixteen species of fauna were observed on the project site during the 2001 biological survey. They included
one reptile and fifteen birds. The Western Fence Lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), one of the most common
western lizards, was observed. Common and widespread resident bird species observed atop the bluff
include the House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), California Towhee (Pipilo crissalis), American Crow
(Corvus brachyrynchos), Rock Dove (Columba livia), Black Phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), and Anna’s
Hummingbird (Calypte anna). Also observed was an abundant migrant and frequent winter visitor, the
White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys). Observed on the beach and flying just offshore were the
Heerman’s Gull (Larus heermani), Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis), and California Gull (Larus
californicus). Shorebirds observed on the beach were the Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis squatarola),
Marbled Godwit (Limosa fedoa) and Sanderling (Calidris alba). Observed on the water just offshore was
the California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), a common to very common non-
breeding visitor. Nesting colonies of this species are listed as Endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). However, nesting occurs only
on off-shore islands, generally uninhabited, without mammalian predators. A Double-Crested Cormorant
(Phalacrocorax auritus) was also observed.

Species observed on the project site from the 2009 survey also included the Western Fence Lizard,
Sanderling, Double-crested Cormorant, Brown Pelican, California Towhee, House Finch, Marbled Godwit,
and American Crow. Additional species observed during the 2009 survey included the California Sea Lion
(Zalophus californianus). No special status animals were observed to occur within the project areas during
the surveys.

Appendix 3 of the 2001 report lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu Beach
and Point Dume, California quadrangles in the California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB). A similar list is presented in Appendix B from the 2009 report. According to the
CNDDB, only the Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site and
characteristics are summarized below. Due to the high degree of disturbance of the site, none of the other
organisms are expected to occur on the project site.

Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

LISTING: USFWS - Species of Concern
CDFG - Species of Special Concern
DisTrRIBUTION:  Coastal southern California from Santa Barbara County south into Baja California, Mexico.
HABITAT: Sparse, low scrub, often mixed with grasses on rocky slopes. California Sagebrush (Artemisia
californica) is often present in scrub inhabited by this sparrow.
STATUS: Uncommon to fairly common but localized resident. Listing is based on concern that this
species is among the most sensitive to habitat fragmentation and edge effects.

One individual of this species was observed in the disturbed scrub near the eastern boundary of the site. The
degraded coastal sage scrub within the project area may provide suitable nesting habitat for southern California
Rufous-crowned Sparrow and other avian species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1981 and the
California Fish and Game Code that protect nesting bird species. Construction activities associated with the
proposed project that result in ground disturbance and/or the removal of vegetation could have both direct and
indirect impacts to these sensitive resources.

Provision of access to the beach area would generate additional disturbance in an otherwise dynamic littoral
strand habitat. However, the increase of human presence on the beach strand is anticipated to have minimal
impact due to the dynamic nature of the habitat, and would not be significant. As noted, species on site
were identified to be primarily non-native and portions of the site have been previously paved over with
asphalt concrete. Due to the previously disturbed nature of the site, impacts to the project site are not
considered significant.

The 2001 biological report recommended immediate revegetation of the site upon completion of
development for erosion control and to prevent the recurrence of undesirable weedy species. As part of the
project, landscaping would be provided and include native species and non-invasive non-native plants to
provide aesthetic value and erosion control.

Recommended Mitigation

In order to reduce biological impacts to special status species to less than significant levels, the following
mitigation is recommended:

Measure 3.4.A1: Ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities associated with construction of the
project should be performed outside of the breeding season for birds, or between September
1 and January 31.

If project construction activities cannot be implemented during this time period, the
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction nest surveys to
identify active nests within and adjacent to the project area up to 500 feet. If the pre-
construction survey is conducted early in the nesting season (February 1- March 15) and
nests are discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the nests only after it has been
determined that the nest is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor is an adult
actively brooding on the nest. Any active nests identified within the project area or within
300 feet of the project area should be marked with a buffer, and the buffer area would need
to be avoided by construction activities until a qualified biologist determines that the chicks
have fledged. The buffer area shall be 300 feet for non-raptor nests, and 500-feet for raptor
nests. If the buffer area cannot be avoided during construction of the project, the project
applicant should retain a qualified biologist to monitor the nests on a daily basis during
construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as a result of noise generated by the
construction. The biological monitor should have the authority to halt construction if the
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construction activities cause negative effects, such as adults abandoning the nest or chicks
falling from the nest.

B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the project site is characterized by an infestation of
several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation which consists
of Beach Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum), California Sagebrush (Artemisia californica), Goldenbush
(Isocoma menziesii), California Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf Sumac (Malosma laurina),
and Coyote Brush (Baccharis pilularis). The more conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include
Hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis), Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia
incana), Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum), the latter
being a dominant species on the slopes through the majority of the site and adjacent ocean-side slopes.
Substantial areas are covered with pavement. Much of the paved area has substantial vegetation growth
between the cracks and in eroded portions of the pavement. In other areas of the project site, pavement
rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy species. The plant taxa observed on-site are typical of
disturbed and remnant Scrub habitats of the region. None of the observed taxa are sensitive in any state,
federal or conservation listings. No riparian habitat is located on the project site.

Although the flora on site would be removed with the proposed development, no listed sensitive species occur
onsite. Thus, a less than significant impact is expected.

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Less than Significant Impact. Neither the 2001 biological resource assessment or the updated technical
memorandum report identified the project site as containing wetland habitat as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. Although the project site is located between two wetland habitat areas, namely the Pacific
Ocean and the Santa Monica Bay, the site does not contain wetland habitat. The proposed development would
increase runoff and erosion on the project site. Impacts associated with the increase in erosion and runoff, are
addressed below in Section 3.6 Geology and Soils, and Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality.
Implementation of standard conditions and mitigation measures recommended in those sections would decrease
impacts to less than significant.

D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less than Significant Impact. The Malibu coastline contains a variety of native resident migratory fish
and wildlife. Appendix 3 of the Biological Resources Assessment and Impact Analysis (found in Appendix
B of this document) lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu Beach and Point
Dume, California quadrangles in the CNDDB. Only one of these, the Southern California Rufous-crowned
Sparrow, was observed on the project site in the disturbed scrub near the eastern boundary of the site.
Mitigation measure 3.4.A1 would reduce potential impacts to this species to a level of less than significant.
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The proposed project would be small scale and not include any large structures which would block migratory
bird routes. Additionally, the project site is not designated as a wildlife corridor. The proposed project is not
expected to significantly interfere with the movement of wildlife.

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The Malibu LCP Land Use Plan requires the protection of native trees, including oak, walnut,
alder, toyon, and sycamore trees; however, none of these resources occur at the project site and there would
be no impact.

As noted, the project site is not identified as an ESHA nor does it meet the ESHA criteria, which would allow it
to be accorded the protection provided to an ESHA designated area in the Malibu LCP. ESHA criteria
includes: a. any habitat area that is rare or especially valuable from a local, regional, or statewide basis; b.
areas that contribute to the viability of plant or animal species designated as rare, threatened, or endangered
under State or Federal law; c. areas that contribute to the viability of species designated as Fully Protected
or Species of Special Concern under State law or regulations; and d. areas that contribute to the viability of
plant species for which there is compelling evidence of rarity, for example, those designated 1b (Rare or
endangered in California and elsewhere) or 2 (rare, threatened or endangered in California but more
common elsewhere) by the California Native Plant Society. (Resolution No. 07-04 (LCPA No. 05-001))

Pursuant to the biological resource assessment prepared for the project, the project site is not regarded as a site
that contains sensitive biological resources. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local policy or
ordinance protecting biological resources; the impact would be less than significant.

(Sources: City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan)

F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

No Impact. There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other habitat
conservation plan that covers the project area. The project site is not identified as an ESHA in the Malibu LCP
nor does the site qualify as an ESHA pursuant to the ESHA criteria listed above. In addition, no sensitive plant,
animal species, or habitat has been identified on the project site, and the project site is not designated as a
wildlife corridor.

The provision of access to the beach area would generate additional disturbance in an otherwise dynamic
littoral strand habitat. Thus, the increase of human presence on the beach strand is anticipated to have
minimal impact and is not regarded as significant.

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

An archaeological resources study has been prepared by ASM and Affiliates (February 19, 2001) to analyze
the cultural resource impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. The study is provided in Appendix C
and the findings summarized below.

Archaeological and ethnographic information indicate that the area in the vicinity of the project has been
occupied by Native Americans for nearly 9,000 years. Coastal Archaic period sites have been characterized
by somewhat undifferentiated shell middens, few bifaces and dart points; and abundant milling equipment.
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They range from large residential bases to small temporary camps and resource exploitation loci. The
Middle Period, starting roughly 3,000 years B.P. and lasting until 800 year B.P., is characterized by more
types of beads and ornaments than before, and a shift from rectangular to circular beads. This period,
within which five phases can be distinguished archaeologically, encompasses the Middle Canalino, early
Late Mainland, late Intermediate Horizon, and late Campbell Tradition. The Late Period is defined by the
presence of Olivella callus beads and clam disk and cylinder beads. This period terminates 1804 A.D., and
in the project area subsumes the Chumash Tradition. The latter is the tradition associated with the
contemporary Native American population of the region.

A review of site records disclosed that no archaeological sites have been recorded within the project
property, nor has it been subjected to previous survey or other archaeological study. Information provided
by South Central Coastal Information Center at California State University, Fullerton indicates that 10
separate studies have been conducted within a half-mile of the project. These and other archaeological
studies have resulted in the identification of 4 prehistoric resources within a half-mile radius, all of which
are shell middens; no historic archaeological sites have been recorded. Similarly, no properties listed on the
California State Historic Resources Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments are
located within a half-mile of the project property. Additionally, the entire 1.92 acre project site was
thoroughly examined at 5 to 10-meter intervals. Except for paved areas, ground visibility was generally
good to excellent throughout the parcel and more than sufficient for the detection of any archaeological
resources. No problems were encountered accessing and surveying all portions of the project area.

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than No
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in §
[ |
15064.5? - - -
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
[ ]
§ 15064.5? o o o
C) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic O 0 O -
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? O O O |
A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical

resource as defined in §15064.5?

No Impact. As discussed above, four prehistoric resources have been identified within a half-mile radius of
the project site, all of which are shell middens. No historic archaeological sites have been recorded
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surrounding the project site. Similarly, no properties listed on the California State Historic Resources
Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic Landmarks, California Points of
Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments are within a half-mile of the project
property. The records search and an intensive field survey of the site did not result in the identification of
any prehistoric or historic cultural resources on-site. The project site does not contain any significant
historic resources. Thus, no impact is expected.

(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey)

B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

No Impact. The record search conducted for the project indicates that no cultural resources have been
recorded within the project property, and the intensive field survey did not result in the identification of any
prehistoric or historic cultural resources on-site. Historic disturbances of the project site would have
probably destroyed any extent cultural resources. Thus, implementation of the project will not result in
adverse direct or indirect impacts to significant and California Register of Historic Places eligible cultural
resources. Therefore, no impacts are expected.

(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey)

C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

No Impact. The project site contains deteriorated pavement and fencing, which indicates that the site has been
previously disturbed. Encountering paleontological resources during site excavation is remote, because of prior
site disturbances and the limited excavation that will be required for the project construction. No impacts to
paleontological resources are anticipated

(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey)

D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No Impact. As discussed above, no prehistoric or historic resources are located on the project site. No
formal cemeteries are located on the project site. Therefore, no impacts are expected.

(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey)
3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

A Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report was prepared by Group Delta (December 26, 2000) to analyze the
geologic impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. The studies are provided in Appendix E and the
findings summarized below.

The proposed project site is characterized as a highway bench cut into the hillside in the lower slopes of the
Santa Monica Mountains. The hillside extends down to the Pacific Ocean forming a coastal bluff over a narrow
sandy beach. The proposed project site is located on a bluff that is approximately 10 to 20 feet high. The slopes
of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach range from being near vertical in many areas to approximately 1:3
(horizontal: vertical).
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The project site is situated in the western region of the Santa Monica Mountains near the base of the southerly
descending flanks in the City of Malibu. Geologic units located in the vicinity of the project site include
Holocene beach sands, Pleistocene-age older alluvial sediment deposits on the top of the hillside north of the
roadway, and Miocene-age volcanic rocks exposed in the coastal bluffs and roadway cuts. Within 2,000 feet of
the project site is located a middle to late Miocene-age meta-sedimentary formation and landslide debris. Minor
isolated fills also exist throughout the site as gully infill, erosion repairs, and minor roadway grading. The
proposed project site is located on several soil types including: Conejo Volcanics, Monterey Formation, Older
Surficial Sediment, Landslide Debris, Residual Soils, and Artificial Fill.

The project site is located within the seismically active area of Southern California. There are no known active
faults located on the proposed project site. The nearest potentially active fault is the Malibu Coast Fault system
located about 2,000 feet north of the project area. The nearest inactive fault is the Latigo Fault, located below
the project site, along the beach.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, City of Malibu General Plan, Report and
General Soil Map of Los Angeles County, California, Site Survey, and Geotechnical Reconnaissance)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than No
Issues: Significant Mitigation ~ Significant | o
Impact Incorporated Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or
death involving:

a) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated

on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault O O [ | O
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area

or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special

Publication 42.

b.) Strong seismic ground shaking?

O O [ O
c.) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liguefaction? O O O ]
d.) Landslides? 0 0 0 -
e) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil? O ] O O

f) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,

or that would become unstable as a result of the project,

and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral O ] O O
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
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g) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating

. . [ |
substantial risks to life or property? - - -
h) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal O ] O O
of wastewater?
A Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effect, including

the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a seismically active region. The Malibu Coast
Fault system is located about 2,000 feet north of the project area and is an active fault system. No active
segments of the active Malibu Coast Fault system are known to trend on or through the project site. The Latigo
Fault is an inactive fault and mapped with an east-west trend, below the project site along the beach. Like other
areas, the proposed project site would be subject to strong ground shaking should an earthquake occur. Since no
active faults trend toward or traverse the project site, no ground rupture is anticipated to occur on-site.
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to potentially significant adverse effects.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Site Location Map, Los Angeles County Safety
Element, and Los Angeles General Plan)

B. Would the project be subject to strong seismic groundshaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would expose visitors to the project site to hazards
associated with groundshaking during an earthquake event from the Malibu Fault System and other nearby
faults. Due to the proximity of the Malibu Fault System, groundshaking hazards could lead to severe
ground accelerations, causing personal injury and property damage, depending on the magnitude of the
earthquake and the distance of the site to the epicenter. However, the proposed project does not include any
structures other than a potential one-story restroom facility, and it would be constructed to meet Uniform
Building Code standards. Thus, the impact of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, and Los
Angeles General Plan)

C. Would the project be subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. The potential for liquefaction is generally a function of age, type, and looseness of cohesionless
sediments. Additionally, the depth of groundwater also will determine the potential for liquefaction.
Relatively young (Quanternary), coarse-grained (sandy), loose sediments associated with shallow ground
water would have the highest susceptibility to liquefaction during a significant seismic event. The soils
located on the proposed project site are underlain by volcanic bedrock, which is an older soil type.
Permanent groundwater on-site can be anticipated to be near sea level. Liquefaction potential on-site is
considered very low. Thus, no hazards associated with liquefaction are anticipated with the proposed Dan
Blocker Beach Project.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element,
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

D. Would the project be subject to landslides?

No Impact. The volcanics at the proposed project site are exposed in the coastal bluffs and in the roadway
cut. These volcanics are stable at close to vertical cut inclinations. The minor instability of the bluff slopes
along Dan Blocker Beach has been developed by oversteepening and weathering of the bluff face as a result
of wave erosion and/or subaerial erosion. Older landslide debris are located to the west and east of the
project site. Landslides in the project area are associated with the Monterey Formation, which is a thin-
bedded, platysiliceous shale. The Monterey Formation is not found within the project area except it may
underlay part of the shore platform.

A minor amount of colluvial material, which is associated with an ancient landslide, debris flow from
alluvial deposits, and/or dumped material associated with the grading of PCH is located west of the center
of the proposed project site in the coastal bluff. However, the proposed project site is not located on a
formation that is subjected to landslides and no landslides are expected to occur on the project site.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, and
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

E. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Dan Blocker Beach has not experienced a considerable
amount of erosion in the last 20 to 30 years, but rather fluctuating periods of beach erosion and accretion
caused by storm events. Dan Blocker Beach bluff tops currently undergo minor erosion caused by wind,
rain, irrigation, and uncontrolled runoff. Where these processes have occurred, riling and minor gullying
has resulted. Bluff top retreat occurs from major storm events. Additionally, waves can create erosion of
coastal bluffs. Elevations of the shore platform along Dan Blocker Beach range from approximately two to
eight feet above Mean Sea Level which allows waves less than one foot high to break along the base of the
sea cliff during periods of high tides. Any significant erosion from sand currently on the beach would allow
larger waves to break against the sea cliffs. Along the portion of the bluff where the proposed site is located,
stone and concrete rubble is located on the natural outcrops at the beach. The stone and concrete protect the
bluff against waves striking the base of the bluff and reduces the acceleration of bluff erosion.

The proposed project site is partially covered with deteriorated pavement and with vegetation. The proposed
project would include development of a parking area, ADA ramp to provide access to the beach and park
site amenities. The proposed development would increase the amount of runoff and bluff erosion on the
site. However, as part of the proposed project, runoff and storm water would be directed towards PCH and
into an existing drainage system. The Coastal Act Section 30253 states that new development shall assure
stability and structural integrity, and shall neither create nor contribute significant erosion, geologic
instability, and/or further degradation of a site or surrounding area. Additionally, the Coastal Act states that
new developments may not require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Based upon the geologic conditions of the bluffs, historic beach erosion at Dan Blocker Beach, and the
increase in erosion caused by the proposed project, the following mitigation is recommended:

Recommended Mitigation
Measure 3.6.E1: Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the bluff face.

Measure 3.6.E2: Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face
of the bluff.

Measure 3.6.E3: During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas to
be developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to drain
any flows away from the bluff face.

Measure 3.6.E4: Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that is not well vegetated should be
planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion.

Measure 3.6.E5: A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation system for a concrete landing for the access
ramp should be constructed to prevent wave action and/or beach erosion.

Measure 3.6.E6: The access ramp should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial erosion
process.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to a level of less than
significant.

(Sources: Los Angeles County Safety Element, USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, California
Coastal Act, and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

F. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project site is located on a volcanic formation,
which is considered to be stable. The ramp and parking area development would be built in compliance with
applicable County of Los Angeles regulations. Geotechnical recommendations for the parking area and ramp
construction are provided in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach, prepared by
Group Delta and dated December 26, 2000. These recommendations are presented below and would need to be
implemented to reduce impacts associated with the structural geotechnical stability of the proposed project to a
level below significance.

Recommended Mitigation

Measure 3.6.F1: The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan
Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed.

Measure 3.6.F2: Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade before final
design of the ramp and parking area. After these samples are taken the recommendations
in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach prepared by Group
Delta dated December 26, 2000 may be modified depending on the findings. If modified
findings result from the samples they should than be implemented.
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(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, Report and
General Soil Map of Los Angeles County, California, and Point Dume and Malibu Beach General Plan)

G. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

No Impact. The project site contains a variety of soil types including: Conejo Volcanics (Tcvaz); Monterey
Formation (Tm); Older Surficial Sediments (Qoa); Residual Soils; and Artificial Fill. Additionally,
Landslide Debris (QIls) has been mapped in the project area. Table 6, Soil Types and Characteristics,
describes the characteristics and colors of the soils located on site.

Table 6
Soil Types and Characteristics
Type of Soil Formation Color Composition
An andesitic breccia formed in | Pinkish-gray to Unsorted, very large to
Conejo Volcanics (Tcvaz) | the middle of the Miocene age | brown small, angular fragments
of andesitic to tuffaceous
matrix.
Monterey Formation (Tm) | Formed during middle to late | White to dark Thin bedded, platy,
Miocene age. brown. siliceous shale.
Older Surficial Sediments | Pleistocene-age N/A Alluvial sediments
(Qoa) consisting of
unconsolidated to weakly
consolidated, pebble-
cobble gravel, sand, and
silt.
Landslide Debris (QIs) Older landslide debris N/A Displaced blocks of
associated with the Monterey alluvial sediments, terrace
Formation. deposits, and/or volcanics.
Residual Soils Formed over volcanic bedrock | Dark to medium | Plastic, clayey and silty
formation are present where brown. sand.
volcanics have not been cut as
part of PCH.
Acrtificial Fill Associated with the grading of | N/A N/A
PCH and/or repair of past
localized slumps, erosion
features, or with existing beach
erosion.

The project area is considered to have high shrink and swell soil characteristics by the Los Angeles County
General Soils Map, and the residual soils may be expansive. The proposed project would develop only minor
structures and is not expected to create a significant hazard associated with expansive soils. The proposed
project would be in compliance with the Uniform Building Code (1994). Thus, no significant impacts are
expected to occur with the construction of the proposed project.

(Sources: Los Angeles County General Soils Map and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

H. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
waste water?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The final design for the proposed project may include picnic
tables accompanied by restroom facilities. The restrooms would be outfitted with sinks, urinals and toilets.
Toilets would be served by an onsite wastewater treatment system. The County is currently in the process
of testing percolation characteristics of the site to determine whether a septic system could function
properly. The outcome of the percolation tests will determine whether the restroom component of the
project would be constructed. If not, the viewing platform with expanded bench seating will be constructed.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has provided a recommendation for onsite
wastewater treatment System for the proposed project. The recommendation was based on conceptual plans
from Kimley Horn & Associates, geotechnical studies from Group Delta Consultants, Inc., and the Wave
Run-Up Study by CMA. The recommendation concluded that a wastewater treatment system is feasible for
the project. The possible wastewater treatment systems for the park would utilize a waste water treatment
system approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Health Department, with either leach
fields located west of and adjacent to the park facility, or seepage pits located underneath the proposed
parking lots. The septic system would consist of either a Microseptec septic system or an Advantex septic
system as well as a chlorination/de-chlorination unit and a UV light unit as part of the enhanced system to
provide additional treatment. The leach fields or seepage pits would feature 100% redundancy, essentially
creating two leach fields (one primary and one backup), or four six foot diameter seepage pits (two primary
and two backups).

Recommended Mitigation

In order to reduce impacts associated with any potential septic system to less than significant levels, the
following mitigation is recommended:

Measure 3.6.H1: In the event that a restroom with a wastewater treatment system is chosen for the final
design for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, a suitability analysis (ongoing) of the soils
supporting the use of the septic tanks, as well as the accompanying leach fields or
seepage pits, shall be conducted prior to or concurrently with the acquisition of subgrade
drill borings and soil samples as part of Mitigation Measure 3.6.F2. The suitability
analysis shall include percolation tests at the exact location of the absorption field.
Recommendations from the suitability analysis shall be incorporated into the wastewater
treatment design.

(Sources: Memo from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Water Resources Division dated
December 16, 2008; Project Description and Project Location Map)

3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

“Greenhouse gases” (so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the earth) emitted by
human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as “global warming.” These
greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the temperature of the earth’s atmosphere by transparency to
short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to outgoing terrestrial long wavelength heat radiation.
The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water
vapor. Fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile
sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of GHG emissions, accounting for approximately half of
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GHG emissions globally. Industrial and commercial sources are the second largest contributors of GHG
emissions with about one-fourth of total emissions.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act, established a state goal of reducing
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, which would require a reduction of approximately 30
percent from “business as usual” or forecasted emission levels. Senate Bill (SB) 97, a companion Bill,
directed the California Natural Resources Agency to certify and adopt guidelines for the mitigation of GHG
or the effects of GHG emissions. SB 97 was the State Legislature’s directive to the Resources Agency to
specifically establish that GHG emissions and their impacts are appropriate subjects for CEQA analysis.

In addition to state regulations, on January 16, 2007, the County of Los Angeles adopted the Energy and
Environment Policy as part of the County’s effort to help conserve natural resources and protect the
environment. The goal of the policy is to provide guidelines for the development, implementation, and
enhancement of energy conservation and environmental programs. In order to meet the goals of the policy
and ultimately AB 32, the County has implemented energy efficient projects in County facilities,
specifically retrofitting or replacing building lighting systems and air conditioning equipment. The County
has also developed/adopted tools and policies to support the reduction of GHG emissions that include but
are not limited to: the “green building” ordinance, which will lead to all new private development within the
unincorporated areas of the County being certified under the Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) or equivalent standards; County sponsored recycling programs; and the incorporation of
Low Impact Design Standards and drought tolerant landscaping.

GHG Emissions Impact Assessment

To date, there is no local, regional, state, or federal regulation establishing a threshold of significance to
determine project-specific impacts related to GHG emissions. The California Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) has developed revisions to CEQA implementation guidelines to incorporate GHG.
These were adopted by the California National Resources Agency in December, 2009, and went into effect
in March 2010. They contain requirements to characterize the GHG setting, quantify the impacts resulting
from the proposed project, determine impact significance, and mitigate as appropriate. They leave the
determination of significance to the Lead Agency.

On December 5, 2008 the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted an Interim quantitative GHG Significance
Threshold for industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency (e.g., stationary source permit
projects, rules, plans, etc.) of 10,000 Metric Tons CO, equivalent/year (when accounting for GHG, all types
of GHG emissions are expressed in terms of CO, equivalents (CO,(e)/year) and are typically quantified in
metric tons (MT)).

As part of the Interim GHG Significance Threshold development process for industrial projects, the
SCAQMD established a working group of stakeholders that also considered thresholds for commercial or
residential projects. As discussed in the “SCAQMD Interim GHG Significance Threshold Draft Guidance
Document”, the focus for commercial projects is on performance standards and a screening level threshold.
For discussion purposes, the SCAQMD’s working group considered performance standards primarily
focused on energy efficiency measures beyond Title 24 and a screening level of 3,000 MT COy(e)/year
based on the relative GHG emissions contribution between non-industrial sectors versus stationary source
(industrial) sectors. The 3,000 MT CO,(e)/year screening level was intended “to achieve the same policy
objective of capturing 90 percent of the GHG emissions from new development projects in the
residential/commercial sectors.”
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The working group and staff ultimately decided that additional analysis was needed to further define the
performance standards and to coordinate with CARB staff’s interim GHG proposal. Staff, therefore, did not
recommend action for adopting an interim threshold for non-industrial projects but rather recommended
bringing this item back to the Board for discussion. As of this date, no final action on a quantitative
significance threshold has been taken, but 3,000 MT CO,(e)/year is recommended to be used as a screening
threshold for project construction

A discussion of approaches to significance thresholds is included in the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) document “CEQA and Climate Change” (2008). Included in the
discussion are proposed interim GHG thresholds, the most stringent of which is a threshold of 900 MT
COy(e)/year, which applies to small projects. The CAPCOA 900 MT CO,(e)/year threshold was determined
to be the most applicable threshold for the purpose of analyzing GHG emissions impacts from the proposed
project. Additionally, the 900 MT CO,(e)/year threshold is also the most stringent.

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than No
Issues: Significant Mitigation ~ Significant | -
Impact Incorporated Impact
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the
project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
|nd|_rectly, that may have a significant impact on the O 0 n O
environment?
b.) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 0 0 n O

emissions of greenhouse gases?

A. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would directly contribute to long-
term increases in GHGs as a result of traffic increases (mobile sources). Short-term GHG emissions would
also derive from construction activities.

Construction Emissions

GHG emissions would be generated during the construction phase of the project through the use of heavy
equipment and vehicle trips. Project construction emissions were based on the list of construction
equipment, size of the proposed project, and duration of equipment operation, as discussed in Section 3.3.B
above.

Table 7, Construction GHG Emissions, presents the calculated GHG emissions generated during project
construction activities per year.
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Table 7
Construction GHG Emissions

Activity/Year CO,(e) Emissions (MT per year)

Clear and Grub 4.70

Grading 5.79

Paving 4.20

Site Improvement, 19.95

landscaping
Total 34.64
Source : Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 (Appendix A)

The temporary construction activity GHG emissions were compared to the recommended non-industrial
threshold of 900 MT CO,(e)/year. Even if all construction were to occur in a single calendar year (worst
case scenario), annual construction activities would generate a total of 35 MT CO,(e)/year, which would be
well below the screening threshold.

Operational Emissions

Vehicle trips would account for nearly all of GHG emissions during operation of the park facility; other
activities such as maintenance and electricity consumption from parking meters would be relatively minor
and would not generate measurable contributions to operational air emissions. Transportation-related GHG
emissions from project implementation were determined using Urbemis 2007 and based on the proposed
project’s operational and site characteristics as discussed in Section 3.3.B above. During operation, the
project is expected to generate 391 short tons, or 356 MT of CO,(e)/year, which is well below CAPCOA’s
900 MT COy(e)/year screening threshold (results are shown on p. 9-11 of Appendix A).

Guidance from the SCAQMD also recommends amortizing construction emissions over a 30-year period to
account for their contribution to project lifetime GHG emissions. If emissions are amortized over a 30-year
period, construction emissions would be estimated at 1.15 MT COy(e)/year. As such, combined annual
construction and operation GHG emissions are determined to be 357.15 MT CO,(e)/year, which is also
substantially less than the 900 MT COy(e)/year screening threshold. No further GHG analysis is required
and GHG impacts resulting from project operations would be less than significant.

B. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant Impact. Consistency with applicable GHG plans or policies is measured in terms of
participating positively in the GHG reduction goals of AB 32. By 2020, state and national GHG reduction
programs are anticipated to achieve approximately a 24 percent in emissions compared to the business as
usual (BAU) alternative. The CARB has implemented programs and is developing regulatory actions such
as the low-carbon fuel standard as well as passenger vehicle efficiency measures for on-road passenger/light
truck transportation. Because the utilization of the proposed project would be subject to the requirements
that would be developed due to AB 32, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32.
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The AB 32 goal is a 29 percent reduction. As discussed, the County of Los Angeles has adopted the Energy
and Environment Policy to provide guidelines for developing environmental programs that ultimately meet
the goals of AB 32. The proposed project would not conflict with the plans and policies developed under
the County Policy which have been designed to reduce GHG emission levels. Therefore, associated
impacts would be less than significant.

(Sources: County of Los Angeles, SCAQMD, CAPCOA, and Giroux & Associates, Inc.)
3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

A hazardous material is defined as any substance that may be hazardous to humans, animals, or plants, and may
include pesticides, herbicides, toxic metals and chemicals, volatile chemicals, explosives, and even nuclear
fuels or low-level radioactive wastes. Although the City of Malibu does not contain a wide variety of industries
and land use, there are still uses which generate or handle hazardous materials. These sites present hazards
associated with accidental spills, contamination, fire, explosion, and improper disposal. Major truck routes on
PCH also pose hazards associated with accidental spills during transport.

No underground storage tanks, clarifiers, or groundwater wells are located on the project site. Additionally, no
surface drains, drums or hazardous wastes are present. The site is not located near industrial land uses.
Hazardous wastes handlers in the vicinity include Pepperdine University, located at 24255 PCH, approximately
two miles east of the project site and a gas station, located at 23641 PCH, approximately 2.5 miles east of the
project site. There is another gas station located to the immediate east of the project site and a photo lab, located
at 23852 PCH, just over two miles east of the project site. Toxic waste has not been reported on any of the sites
but these land uses utilize hazardous materials and generate hazardous wastes.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey and, EPA Envirofacts Database)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than No
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or O 0 0O -

disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous O O [ | O
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
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Less Than
. Significant
P_ote_n'glally With L_ess_T_han No
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the

) . g O O O u
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people

- J . O O | [ |
residing or working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 0 O 0 -

evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of

loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including

where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or O O [ | O
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public, or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

No Impact. The proposed development would not use, generate, transport or dispose of hazardous
material, nor be involved in the handling of hazardous materials, which might create public health hazards.
No significant hazards to the public related to hazardous materials are anticipated as a result of the project.

(Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map)

B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonable foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the development of the project
amenities may involve some hazardous materials use, such as paints, thinners, cleaning solvents, oil, and
grease. Additionally, during operation of the proposed project, some quantities of cleaning solvents may be
used. Possible temporary use of pesticides and/or herbicides may also occur. However, due to the small
scale of the development, quantities of hazardous materials would be minimal. Hazardous material use
during construction and operation would be made in accordance with existing federal, state and local
regulations. Thus, no significant impact regarding the release of hazardous materials into the environment is
expected from the project.
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(Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map)

C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. The nearest schools to the project site are Pepperdine University and Webster Elementary
School located in the Civic Center Area, about 2.5 miles east of the site. The schools are separated from the
project site by vacant land, residential areas and open space. The proposed project includes the development
of a parking area, beach access in the form of an ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom
facility or viewing platform with bench seating. The proposed project is not expected to emit or handle
hazardous materials other than small quantities of cleaning solvents and possible temporary use of
pesticides and/or herbicides. Uses of these small amounts of hazardous materials would be in accordance
with local, state and federal law. No impacts are anticipated regarding hazardous emissions to the
surrounding schools.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, and Site Location Map)

D. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. The proposed site is currently open space and no hazardous materials are located on-site. There
are land uses near the site which may utilize, generate, store, or dispose of hazardous materials. These include
Pepperdine University, located at 24255 PCH approximately 2.0 miles east of the project site, and a gas station,
located at 23641 PCH, approximately 2.5 miles east of the project site. There is another gas station located to
the immediate east of the project site and a photo lab, located at 23852 PCH, just over two miles east of the
project site. The gas station located immediately east of the project site is the only hazardous material operator
within a one mile radius of the project site. Development on the proposed project site is not expected to create
a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

(Sources: Site Survey and Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database)

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport
and approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA
clear zones and safety zones of both airports. Thus, the proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach would
not be subject to the hazards associated with the surrounding airports.

(Sources: Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan,
and Los Angeles County General Plan)

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. As indicated above, the project site is located approximately 15-17 miles from the nearest
airports at Santa Monica and Van Nuys. There are no other airstrips located near the site. Thus, no impacts
associated with private airstrips would occur as a result of the project.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

(Sources: Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan,
and Los Angeles County General Plan)

G. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The proposed project includes development of a parking area, beach access in the form of an
ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility. The project site is located adjacent to PCH,
which is the major arterial in the City of Malibu, as well as for coastal communities in the area. PCH may
be used for evacuation and emergency response. The proposed project is intended to improve public access
to Dan Blocker Beach and is not expected to interfere with evacuation of the site or surrounding area.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Project Description, and Site Survey)

H. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed site is located in an area with a high proportion of undeveloped
land and open space. The foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains are located to the north of the project site
and have a high fire hazard potential. Additionally, the City of Malibu has been identified as an extreme fire
hazard zone by the California Department of Forestry and the County Fire Department.

Wildland fires inevitably occur as a part of the natural revegetation cycle of the California landscape located
near the proposed development. Often the loss of structures by fires is due to inappropriate siting or flammable
landscaping. For the area adjacent to the project site there are records of woodland fires occurring frequently
throughout the last ten years.

There is flammable brush, tall grass and shrubs adjacent to the site, which may create wildfire hazards. The
proposed development would include a parking area, beach access in the form of a ramp, park site amenities
and a possible restroom facility. The proposed development is expected to be used on a temporary basis for
passive and active recreation. It is not expected to create the potential for or be subject to wildfires. Thus, less
than significant impacts are anticipated.

(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)
3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The coastal Los Angeles area is located within the Los Angeles Hydrologic Basin, encompassing an area of 500
square miles. The Los Angeles Hydrologic Basin extends from the Santa Barbara — Ventura County line in the
north to the Los Angeles — Orange County line in the south. The hydrologic basin can be further subdivided
into Hydrologic units (HU), Hydrologic subunits (HSU) and Hydrologic subareas (HAS). The project site at
Dan Blocker Beach falls under the Malibu and Point Dume hydrologic area and the hydrologic subareas of
Corral Canyon and Solstice Canyon. The Malibu HU is located on the western slope of the Santa Monica
Mountains and is characterized by mountainous terrain and small stream valleys. On the south side are sloping
marine terraces and long sandy beaches along Santa Monica Bay. In several instances along the coast, the
marine terrace is minimal and the mountain slopes descend to the shore.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

The surface waters of the Malibu HU have typical coastal stream traits, in that the amount of natural runoff
is highly variable. Most of the runoff occurs during and after the rains of late autumn and winter and flows
from January through April. As a result, the runoff is intermittent in many streams and more constant in
higher mountain streams. The annual flow of runoff varies widely on an annual basis, and the region
experiences both wet and dry periods.

Sixty-two watersheds have been identified within the boundaries of the City of Malibu, including small,
coastal terrace watersheds located within a few hundred feet of the ocean and large watersheds, which drain
the Santa Monica Mountains. The largest watershed is the Malibu Creek Coastal watershed, which drains
approximately 74,000 acres (115 square miles).

The Corral Creek Watershed is located within the project area and is associated with a small coastal stream
draining Corral Canyon and a small number of tributary streams. The stream reaches the ocean at Dan
Blocker Beach, and the highway spans the creek with a low bridge. The watershed totals 2,800 acres. Dan
Blocker Beach is just a small portion of the Corral Canyon watershed and is located on its coastal edge. The
Solstice Creek Watershed is also a small coastal creek adjacent to the west portion of Dan Blocker Beach
and, like Corral Creek, has several small tributary streams. The Solstice Creek Watershed is mountainous
and totals about 2,800 acres. . The Solstice Creek traverses the eastern area of Dan Blocker Beach and flows
under PCH through a 20-foot culvert.

Due to the very steep and impervious nature of various small watersheds within the Malibu Coastal Zone
(MCZ), accompanied by the rapid runoff of low and variable rainfall, there are no local dependable surface
water supplies and very limited groundwater supplies within the MCZ. The factors affecting groundwater in
project area are seasonal and annual precipitation patterns, topography, soil and rock permeability and
faults. Rock formations in the area are not conducive to holding groundwater, and the dominant
groundwater recharge in the City is groundwater flow from the upper portions of the watersheds. Other
sources of recharge include rainfall, streamflow, irrigation runoff and septic system disposal. There is
difficulty in quantifying the Malibu area’s subsurface recharge and discharge due to the complexity of the
area’s subsurface flow. No designated groundwater basins occur in the area.

Dan Blocker Beach is located in the 5-year and 100-year flood plains for Corral Creek and Solstice Creek.
Stream flow increases rapidly in response to heavy rains. The coastline edge of the project is also within the
100-year coastal flood zone. Storms can also generate waves that reach heights of 15 feet and cause coastal
flooding. When combined with high tides and strong winds, higher than normal elevations along the coastline
can be affected. Coastal flooding and shoreline erosion can damage structures and facilities located along low-
lying portions of the shoreline.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Los Angeles County Plan)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? O O u O

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
. . O O [ | O
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site

or area, including through the alteration of the course of a

stream or river, in a manner which would result in O | O O
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of
a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount

. . . . [ |
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding - - -
on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted O O u O
runoff?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 0 0 O -

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 0 0 O

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? "
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures

which would impede or redirect flood flows? O O u O
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 0 0 O -

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant  No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
result of the failure of a levee or dam?
. . . . ,
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O 0 - O
A Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less than Significant Impact. Potential water quality impacts associated with the proposed project
include short-term construction related erosion and long-term operational storm water discharge. All
individual construction project activities greater than one acre in size are subject to the State’s General
Permit for Construction Activities as administered by California’s Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would contain a site map which shows the
construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water collection and
discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and drainage patterns across the
project. BMPs the discharger will use to protect storm water runoff and the placement BMPs will be shown
on the SWPPP. Additionally, the SWPPP will contain a visual monitoring program; and a chemical
monitoring program for "non-visible™ pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs. Short-term
water quality impacts would be less than significant based on conformance with existing regulatory
requirements (i.e., acquisition of a NPDES Construction General Permit and implementation of a SWPPP).

The proposed site would be altered from vacant land with small areas of deteriorated pavement to areas of
pavement, asphalt on concrete, and landscaping. The proposed project would generate minor amounts of
urban contaminants such as petroleum compounds, metals and other types of contaminants that typically
accumulate in parking lots. The transport of urban contaminants from the project site to receiving waters
could result in significant water quality impacts. However, the proposed project would be subject to post-
construction storm water requirements which includes specific requirements for post-construction storm
water quantity controls (e.g., maximum amount of allowable impervious surface, runoff detention/retention
basins) and quality controls (e.g., infiltration trenches, grass swales/channels). Furthermore, storm water
from the on-site parking lot would be subject to pre-treatment of first flush in accordance with the Standard
Urban Storm water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), in compliance with the Municipal NPDES Permit
requirements. As part of SUSMP compliance, the proposed project will be required to submit a drainage
concept and storm water quality plan. Details of facilities and measures, which mitigate impacts to water
quality, would be shown on improvement plans and reviewed as part of those plans. The SUSMP also
outlines the BMPs to be incorporated into the project design. Project compliance with existing storm water
regulations enforced during plan review would ensure that impacts from construction and operation of the
proposed project would not violate water quality standards.

If an Onsite Wastewater Treatment System were incorporated into the project, the treatment system would
require approvals from the Department of Health Services for installation of an Onsite Wastewater
Treatment System, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board for General Waste Discharge
Requirements. As noted, if it is determined that the site will not percolate according to the recommended
wastewater treatment system standards, the proposed project would be developed without restrooms (Figure
5b, Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms). The proposed project would be in compliance with Los
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Angeles County’s water quality standards and waste discharge requirements and the impact would be less
than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan and Regional Water Quality Control Board)

B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Typical sources of groundwater that may exist in the coastal bluffs include
the upland areas north of the site bluffs and infiltration of rainfall through bedrock material on the platform
surface above the bluffs. The volume of groundwater existing in the bluff face throughout the project site
boundaries varies from location to location and seasonally.

The proposed project site does not serve as a recharge area for local groundwater. Proposed development
on-site would cause some of the rainwater that would otherwise have percolated to the groundwater to
become runoff. The impermeable surface areas on the project site would be proportionately small relative to
the amount of vacant land in the surrounding area. No substantial impact on the groundwater level of
nearby wells is anticipated with the proposed project and therefore would be less than significant.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

C. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Storm water runoff flows through the project area from
Dan Blocker Beach, PCH, and adjacent watersheds such as Corral and Solstice Canyons. Some runoff flows
directly from the upland areas to the beach; however, most of it is channeled into drainage control structures
to protect the highway. Soil compaction, paving and other constructed improvements in the area have
greatly increased surface runoff, necessitating the construction of storm drain structures to accommodate
the flows. There are currently eight storm drains on the entire length of Dan Blocker Beach, ranging from
two feet to 50 feet in width. These are operated by the Department of Beaches and Harbors in conjunction
with Caltrans and Public Works. The drains and existing vegetation help to alleviate bluff erosion.
Currently, there are no storm drains on the proposed project site.

The proposed site would be altered from vacant land with small areas of deteriorated pavement to areas of
pavement, asphalt on concrete, and landscaping. This would result in a slight decrease in the amount of
water percolation and increase the amount of runoff and drainage on-site. Drainage from the project site
currently runs over the cliff face and onto the beach located south of the site. As stated in Section 3.6,
Geology and Soils, mitigation to decrease erosion impacts will be implemented to reduce erosion impacts to
a level of less than significant. Mitigation measures 3.6.E1 through 3.6.E6 would reduce any impacts
associated with the runoff erosion to a level of less than significant.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Location Map)

D. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site, or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

Less Than Significant Impact. The site is vacant and drainage consists primarily of on-site ground
percolation and runoff over the bluff face. The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in on-site or off-site
flooding. Preliminary design plans call for a bioswale in the northern portion of the project site to collect
surface runoff. Additional post-construction BMPs and drainage improvements would be developed to
accommodate anticipated runoff generated by the proposed project in accordance with NPDES
requirements as discussed above. While ground percolation would be reduced, the change in drainage
patterns is not expected to contribute to flooding conditions during storm events. Impacts associated with
possible flooding would be less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Site Visit)

E. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction of proposed improvements to the site would alter
drainage patterns on the site and may increase runoff volume. Preliminary design plans call for a bioswale
in the northern portion of the project site to collect stormwater runoff. Additional post-construction BMPs
would be developed to accommodate anticipated runoff generated by the proposed project in accordance
with NPDES requirements. As discussed, the potential for polluted runoff would be minimized through
compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order No. 01-182; NPDES No.
CAS0041) and relater water quality guidelines. Therefore, water quality impacts related to storm water
capacity and/or polluted runoff would be less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey and Site Location Map, Malibu General Plan)
F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

No Impact. The proposed development would incrementally increase the amount of runoff, which may
contain pollutants from the parked cars, such as oil and grease. Such an increase is not expected to be
substantial due to the small size of the project. As noted, if it is determined that the site will not percolate
according to the recommended wastewater treatment system standards, the proposed project would be
developed without restrooms (Figure 5b, Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms). The proposed project
would be in compliance with Los Angeles County’s water quality regulations for storm water drainage and
wastewater treatment systems should such a wastewater treatment system be constructed as part of the
project. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to degrade water quality.

(Sources: Site Survey and Site Location Map)

G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary of Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the 100-year floodplain for Corral and Solstice Creek. No
residential development is proposed as part of the project; thus, no housing would be placed within a flood
hazard area.
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(Sources: Malibu General Plan Safety Element, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Site Location Map)

H. Would the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed development would possibly include one small restroom
structure in the western portion of the site. The project site is located within the 100-year flood area.
Although the project site is located within the 100-year flood area, the restroom facility would not be
expected to impede or redirect flood flows. Post-construction BMPs that would be developed are also
expected to alleviate the potential for flood conditions. Therefore, impacts associated with flooding would
not be expected and the impact is less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey, Los Angeles County Safety Element, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Site Location Map)

l. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No Impact. The proposed project site is located outside designated dam inundation areas for Lake Malibu,
approximately five miles to the northwest of Dan Blocker Beach. Thus, no risk of loss, injury, or property
damage involving dam inundation would occur with the proposed project.

(Sources: Thomas Guide, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, and Site Location Map)

J. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less than Significant Impact. Tsunamis, or seismic waves, are large oceanic waves that may be generated
by earthquakes, submarine volcanic eruptions, or large submarine landslides. The 500-year tsunami wave
runup heights may be as high as 30 feet in Southern California. With the project site elevation ranging from
about 20 to 25 feet above Mean Sea Level, the project site could potentially be impacted by a large tsunami
wave. Mudflows could potentially originate in the Santa Monica Mountains north of the project site. The
proposed project would not include any residential or commercial development. There are no dams or water
located near the site, which may pose inundation or seiche hazards. Impacts are expected to be less than
significant.

(Sources: Los Angeles County Safety Element, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, and Site Location
Map)

3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Dan Blocker Beach, including the proposed project site, is located within the County of Los Angeles and in the
City of Malibu, in Los Angeles County.

The City of Malibu includes approximately 12,552 acres of land. Approximately 60 percent of land in the City
is undeveloped. Approximately 22 percent of the City is residential land uses and 15 percent is open space and
the remainder of land uses consists of public facilities and horticulture uses. The City of Malibu has a low rate
of development as a result of environmental constraints including steep hillsides, sensitive environmental
resources, and the high cost of land.
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Dan Blocker Beach is identified as open space in the City of Malibu General Plan. The adjacent land use, to the
north of the project site includes vacant land and commercial uses; to the east, land uses include mobile home
residential uses, multi-family residential uses and commercial uses; and to the west of the project site are
mobile home residential uses and open space. Open space permits recreational uses including open viewing
areas, promenades, beaches, picnic facilities, and associated surface parking and landscaping.

The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project site is located within the state designated coastal zone. In
accordance with the California Coastal Act, a local coastal program (LCP) has been prepared and adopted by
the City of Malibu. According to the City of Malibu LCP Land Use Map 3, and the ESHA and Marine
Resources Map, the project site is designated as Public Open Space that does not include areas identified as
containing environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

The entire City of Malibu is located within the Santa Monica Mountain National Recreation Area (SMMNRA),
which extends to the mean high tide line along the coast.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, National Park Service, Plan and Site Survey)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
. . . -

a) Physically divide an established community" 0 0 O -

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project

(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific

plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted O O ] O
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an

environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan? O O O [ ]

A. Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project site is designated as Open Space in the City of Malibu General Plan. The project site is
located approximately 2.5 miles west of the City of Malibu’s Civic Center. There is a single-family residence
immediately adjacent to and east of the project site. Additional residential development occurs farther down the
coast west of the site. Since residential development is scattered in the vicinity of the project area, the proposed
project would not physically divide the surrounding residential neighborhood or the surrounding established
community.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

B. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed site is designated as Open Space in the City of Malibu
General Plan. Open space accounts for 1,869.9 acres of land use in Malibu.

According to the City of Malibu LCP Land Use Plan, the project site is designated as Public Open Space
that does not include areas identified as containing environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Under the Malibu General Plan, the site is part of the SMMNRA, which was established in 1978 by
Congress. The National Park Service works toward acquiring lands which offer significant natural, cultural
and recreational resources and which are not already under government jurisdiction or private
preservation/recreation-oriented use. The entire City of Malibu and the project site is located within the
borders of the park. Regulating activities within the park is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction.

According to the Malibu LCP, Public Open Space (OS) provides for “publicly owned land which is
dedicated to recreation or preservation of the City’s natural resources, including public beaches, park lands
and preserves.” Allowable uses include passive recreation, research and education, nature observation, and
recreational and support facilities like those proposed by the improvements at Dan Blocker Beach.

Several land use policies are contained in the Malibu LCP Land Use Plan and are intended to carry out the
goals and objectives reflected in the policies of the Coastal Act.

One policy in particular calls for “Improving existing public access opportunities by supporting proposals to
open accessways including efforts by Los Angeles County to open and improve accessibility to EI Sol and
Dan Blocker Beaches”. The proposed improvements at Dan Blocker Beach would be consistent with this

policy.

The proposed improvements at Dan Blocker Beach would further comply with the provisions of the Malibu
LCP Land Use Plan through design efforts to:

Avoid impacts to sensitive habitat (Policy 2.16);

Siting stairways on the bluff face (Policy 2.23);

Providing adequate parking (Policy 2.26);

Improving existing vertical accessway, public parking and restroom facilities at Dan Blocker Beach

(shoreline owned by Los Angeles County) (Policy 2.86.k);

= |Incorporating BMPs that reduce the introduction of pollutants of concernthat may result in significant
impacts from site runoff (Policy 3.97);

= Not proposing permanent structures on the bluff face, except for engineered stairways or accessways to
provide public beach access (Policy 4.29);

= Site uses compatible with the Public Open Space land use designation (Chapter 5);

» Minimize adverse impacts to PCH

Thus, the proposed development is in compliance with the goals and objectives of the Malibu General Plan and
the Malibu LCP Land Use Plan. The impact would be considered less than significant.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Malibu LCP Land Use Plan)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

C. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

No Impact. There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other habitat
conservation plan that covers the project area. The project site is not identified as an ESHA in the Malibu LCP
nor does the site qualify as an ESHA pursuant to the ESHA criteria. The project site is surrounded by vacant
land, residential development and a small amount of commercial development. The project site is designated
for Public Open Space and would be designed in accordance with County design criteria to protect
environmental resources and the Malibu LCP Land Use Policies as indicated above. No impact is expected.

(Sources: Malibu LCP Land Use Plan, Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

311 MINERAL RESOURCES

The proposed project is located within the City of Malibu. Mineral Resources, including sand and gravel,
have been identified within West Los Angeles County. Although not identified in the Malibu General Plan,

sand and gravel resources are thought to occur in the Malibu Coastal Zone.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
) O O O [ |
residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
. O O O [ |
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be

of value to the region and the residents of the state?
No Impact. Mineral Resources are not located on the project site. The proposed project site is not located in an
area designated to have these significant mineral resources, and development of the site would not affect the
availability of mineral resources in the project area. Thus, no impact is expected.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan)

B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
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No Impact. The project site and surrounding area are not subject to mineral resource recovery operations. Due
to the small scale of the proposed development, the construction materials that would be needed for Dan
Blocker Beach improvement would be minor when compared to regional resources. Thus, the proposed project
would not affect locally important mining operations nor would it result in the loss of available sand and gravel
resources.

(Sources: Site Location Map, Site Survey, and Malibu General Plan)
312 NOISE

The project site is a vacant bluff area overlooking Dan Blocker Beach. There are currently no noise sources on-
site. The noise environment in the project area is relatively quiet with vehicle noise along PCH dominating the
ambient noise levels. The project site is located within the projected 70 to 65 decibels (dB) noise contour along
PCH. The Noise Element of the Malibu General Plan states that outdoor activity areas, such as playgrounds and
neighborhood parks, have a maximum allowable noise exposure level of 70 dB Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) from transportation noise sources. Residential areas have a maximum allowable noise exposure
level of 50 dB CNEL. Noise from non-transportation sources in residential areas are set at an ambient noise
level of 55 dB from 7 AM to 7 PM, 50 dB from 7 PM to 10 PM, and 45 dB from 10 PM to 7 AM. The noise
regulations of the City of Malibu (Municipal Code Chapter 2) prohibits unnecessary noises and the disturbance
of the peace, quiet or repose of persons of ordinary and normal sensitiveness. Outdoor activities at public
playgrounds are exempt from the regulations. Use of construction equipment is limited to the hours of 7 AM to
7 PM on weekdays and 8 AM to 5 PM on Saturdays.

(Sources: Site Survey, USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, and Malibu General Plan)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
NOISE. Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
) . . . O O [ | O
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? O O ] O
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in Fhe project vicinity above levels existing without the 0O 0O - 0
project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 0O 0O - O

without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of O O O u
a public airport or public use airport, would the project
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant  No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in the 0 0O O -
project area to excessive noise levels?
A Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the proposed improvements would
generate noise. On-site construction activities would create noise from construction equipment and
vibration from excavation and grading activities. Temporary construction noise impacts would vary in noise
level according to the type of construction equipment and activity level. Short-term construction noise impacts
tend to occur in separate phases, with large, earth-moving equipment generating 85 dBA at 50 feet from the
source and finish construction activities and equipment generating less noise.

The proposed project would involve limited construction activities associated with the construction of the
walkways, parking area, beach access ADA ramp, and possible picnic table areas and restroom facilities.
Other facilities (picnic tables, memorial plaque, railing, parking meters, and trash receptacles) would be
brought onto the site as finished components and would be installed or placed on-site. Construction would
also be confined to a limited construction timeframe. Thus, construction noise impacts would not be
significant.

Area residents would be subject to construction noise on a short-term ten month basis. Construction
activities would occur during the daytime hours, and would comply with the noise regulations of the City of
Malibu (time limits on construction activities). Thus, noise from construction activities on the site are not
expected to adversely affect neighboring residences or violate City noise regulations.

PCH is a major noise source near the site. PCH is a four-lane roadway, with shoulder parking on the
southbound side. There is a raised three-foot wide median along the segment of PCH near the site. The
speed limit near the site is 50 MPH. PCH carries an average of 35,000 vehicles per day with 39,500 trips
per day during peak months. Traffic noise along PCH is not expected to adversely affect outdoor activities
at Dan Blocker Beach, since playgrounds and parks are normally acceptable within areas with noise levels
of up to 70 CNEL and water recreation areas up to 75 CNEL.

Vehicle trips associated with the use of the Dan Blocker Beach would add to vehicle noise levels on PCH.
Due to the high traffic volumes on PCH, the vehicle noise impacts of the project would not be perceptible
and are expected to be insignificant. Table 8, Projected Noise Levels, shows that the increase in noise
levels would only be 0.02 dB (be less than 1.0 dB) during the peak season.
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TABLE 8
PROJECTED NOISE LEVELS
Roadway Distance of Contour from Roadway Centerline | Noise Level at 50
70 CNEL | 65 CNEL | 60 CNEL | 55CNEL feet of roadway
centerline

PCH
Existing — 35,000 ADT* 136.2 422.3 1332.4 4212.3 72.61
Peak - 39,500 ADT 153.0 476.3 1503.7 4753.9 73.13
With Project — 39,740 153.9 479.2 1512.8 4782.7 73.16
ADT
Source: FHWA Noise Prediction Model
*average daily trips

This estimate assumes that trips to the site are not new trips on PCH. It is anticipated that visitors would be
diverting trips on PCH to Dan Blocker Beach rather than driving to other beaches in the area. Thus, no increase
in vehicle noise would occur if these vehicle trips are currently part of the daily volumes on PCH.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, Caltrans Freeway Traffic Volumes, FHWA, Noise from
Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, and Site Location Map)

B. Would the project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less than Significant Impact. On-site construction activities would create noise from construction
equipment and vibration from excavation and grading activities. Temporary construction noise would vary
in level according to the type of construction equipment and activity level. Short-term construction noise
impacts tend to occur in separate phases, with large, earth-moving equipment generating greater noise and
finish construction activities and equipment generating less noise.

Due to the limited scope of improvements and the use of finished components (tables, drinking fountains,
signs, railing, plaque, parking meters, and trash receptacles), construction noise is not expected to be
significant. In addition, construction activities would be short term and would comply with the construction
noise time limits imposed by the City of Malibu. Thus, noise impacts on adjacent residents would be short
term and less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, Site Location Map)

C. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant Impact. Vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would not lead to any
perceptible increase in noise levels along PCH. Also, since the vehicle trips to and from the site are likely
existing trips diverted from other beaches, no increase in vehicle noise levels on PCH would be expected.

Noises from on-site activities are expected to be limited to noise from parking vehicles and the use of picnic
tables and toilets. These activities generally do not create excessive noise that may disturb adjacent
residents. In addition, outdoor activities (such as those that would occur at Dan Blocker Beach) are exempt
from existing noise regulations. The beach would also be closed from dusk to dawn, confining any on-site
noise generation to the daytime hours.
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(Sources: Site Survey, Site Location Map, and FHWA Noise Prediction Model)

D. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve construction activities, which may lead to
periodic increases in noise levels during the construction period. However, construction noise would be limited
due to the type of improvements proposed. Noise from the breaking waves on the beach and traffic noise on
PCH would mask some of the construction noise. Compliance with existing noise regulations of the City of
Malibu would minimize construction noise impacts.

The increase in noise levels resulting from increased visitors to the site has the potential to affect adjacent
residents. However, the availability of parking and direct beach ADA access at the site would eliminate the use
of private stairways and on-street parking at the adjacent homes. Thus, while noise impacts may occur at the
site, the more direct noise and nuisance impacts at adjacent residences would be eliminated and directed to the
site. This impact would generally be confined to warm, sunny days and from dusk to dawn and is considered
less than significant.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey)

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. There are no airports located near the site. The nearest airport is the Santa Monica Airport in
the City of Santa Monica. This airport is located approximately 15 miles southeast of the site. The noise
contours of this airport do not extend into the project site. The proposed beach improvements would not
expose people to excessive noise levels associated with aircraft and airport operations.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County)

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. There are no private airstrips located near the site which may expose beachgoers to excessive
aircraft noise levels. The proposed project would not increase on-site exposure to aircraft noise.

(Sources: Site Survey, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, and Malibu General Plan)
3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The project site is located within Los Angeles County, which currently has an estimated population of
10,363,850 according to the California Department of Finance. According to the County General Plan, the
County was estimated to have a population of 9,900,000 in the year 2010. This is an increase of 1,691,000
persons from the year 1987 to the year 2010. In 1987 the County had a housing stock of approximately
3,023,500 and is estimated to have a housing stock of 3,702,500 by the year 2010. The housing stock is
estimated to have a 22.5 percent change from the year 1987 to the year 2010.
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The project site is located within the City of Malibu. The current resident population of Malibu is estimated
to be approximately 13,700 residents by the California Department of Finance, and the housing stock
approximately totals 6,126 units. Population growth from 1980 to 1990 occurred at a rate of 12.6 percent.

There are no housing units on the project site. Residences are located to the immediate east of the project
site and further down the coast to the west of the project site.

(Sources: City of Malibu website, Malibu General Plan, LACounty.gov, and Site Survey)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension O O O [ ]
of road or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing

[ |
elsewhere? - - -

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? a O O u
A Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of any new homes or businesses. The
project has been designed to meet the demand for use of Dan Blocker Beach. Some potential does exist for
an increase in the number of visitors to the site and surrounding area due to its increased accessibility. This
increase would not be considered significant, and no impacts are expected to occur.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The site is currently vacant open space. No housing units would be demolished; no residential
displacement would occur as a result of the project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, LACounty.gov, and Site Survey)

C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
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No Impact. The project site is vacant and the proposed project would not displace any households or
residents in the area. No households would be displaced and no replacement housing is needed for the
proposed project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)
3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

The Los Angeles County Fire Department provides fire protection service to the City of Malibu. There are four
stations that serve the City of Malibu including Station No.’s 70, 71, 88 and 99. The nearest station to the
project site is Station 88, located at 23720 W. Malibu Road. This station is located approximately 2.5 miles east
of the project site. Other fire stations in the area may also respond to the site according to need and type of
emergency. There are no plans for new stations in the area. The Ventura County Fire Department and United
States Park Service provide fire prevention services to the Santa Monica Mountains. The fire hazards in the area
are principally brush fires. There is currently a Brush Inspection Program that requires homeowners and
businesses to remove the brush from close to their properties.

The proposed site along with the City of Malibu is served by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department.
The Sheriff operates a station in the Lost Hills area, north of the City of Malibu. The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station
provides law enforcement and police protection services for the project site and the surrounding area. An
estimated average response time for the general area is 6.1 minutes; however, this period would be reduced due
to the central location of the project site.

The crime rate in the vicinity of the project site is currently low. As Malibu is primarily a residential
community, the main crimes are burglary, traffic and tourist-related crimes. The main crimes committed in the
project area are thefts related to wallets and purses left on the beach and unlocked vehicles. There are regular
beach patrols on Latigo Canyon and Corral Canyon, in proximity to the site.

(Sources: Site Survey, Lost Hills Police Station, Station 88 and Malibu General Plan).

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts

associated with the provision of new or physically altered

governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered

governmental facilities, the construction of which could O 0 - O
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other

performance objectives regarding fire protection?

b) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant  No Impact

Impact Incorporated Impact

cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives regarding police protection?

c) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives regarding schools?

d) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives regarding park facilities?

e) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives regarding other public facilities?

A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of fire protection?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would increase the demand for fire protection services in
case of a fire emergency. The nearest station to the project site is Station 88, located 2.5 miles east from the
project site at 23720 W. Malibu Road. There are five firefighters, one fire engine and one paramedic rescue
located at Station 88. An average response time to the site is estimated to be four to six minutes. Compliance
with the requirements of the Uniform Fire Code for fire safety and fire emergency response would be
implemented as part of the project. Impacts on fire protection services would be less than significant.

(Sources: Station 88 — Malibu Fire Prevention and Site Location Map)

MND/Initial Study
Dan Blocker Beach Project Page 3-56



Environmental Analysis (continued)

B. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of police protection?

Less than Significant Impact. The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station in Malibu provides law enforcement and
police protection services for the project site and the surrounding area. An estimated average response time for
the general area is 6.1 minutes; however, this period would be reduced due to the central location of the project
site. The demand for police protection services in the area is not expected to significantly increase with the
proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach. A need to alter or expand police service in the area is not
anticipated as a result of the project. The project would not have an adverse effect on existing police
services or response times.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Lost Hills Police Station, Malibu)

C. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of school services?

No Impact. The project would not involve housing development and thus, no increase in the student
population would occur as a result of the project. The proposed project would not impact school services.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Location Map)

D. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of parks?

Less than Significant Impact. Dan Blocker Beach is used by beachgoers for swimming, surfing, and other
recreational activities. The project site is fenced off and is not currently used by visitors to Dan Blocker
Beach. The nearest park facilities to the project site include Malibu Bluff State Park, Malibu Lagoon Sate
Beach, Corral Canyon Park, Point Dume State Beach and Malibu Community Center. The proposed project
would increase the number of visitors to Dan Blocker Beach. The increase in visitors to the beach in the
project vicinity is not expected to significantly alter Dan Blocker Beach or the nearby park facilities and is
considered less than significant.

(Sources: Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan
and Site Survey)

E. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of other public facilities?
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No Impact. The project is not expected to create a demand for other public facilities. The Malibu Library,
a branch of the Los Angeles County library system, is located at 23519 Civic Center Way. The library is
approximately 2.5 miles east of the project site. There is also a community center located at Point Dume,
approximately four miles south-west of the project site. The visitors that would use the proposed project
development are not expected to significantly impact the library or civic center facilities.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, and Site Location Map)
315 RECREATION

The project site is located in Los Angeles County. The beach environment of Los Angeles County is a very
important recreational resource and has millions of visitors every year. The beaches of Los Angeles County are
some of the most popular in the State, and a high demand exists for a range of beach-related recreational
activities.

There are several park facilities close to the project site including Malibu Bluff State Park, Malibu Lagoon
Beach, Corral Canyon Park, Point Dume Beach and Malibu Community Center. Point Dume Beach, located
approximately three miles southwest of the project site and encompasses 30 acres, including Point Dume
Natural Reserve. The Point Dume Beach is designated as an area of special biological significance and
includes 200-foot sandy bluffs, tide pools, offshore reefs and a kelp bed, creating a habitat for seal and
marine fowl. Malibu Community Center, also located at Point Dume, is a 6.5-acre park with children’s play
equipment, volleyball, tennis and basketball courts. Malibu Bluff State Park, located approximately one
mile east of the project site is heavily used by local residents and considered a community park. Its facilities
include hiking trails, picnicking, soccer and baseball fields and a jogging track. Malibu Lagoon Beach is
approximately 3.5 acres in total and is located just east of the Malibu Civic Center, about 2.5 miles east of
Dan Blocker Beach. It provides restrooms, hiking and nature trails with disabled access. The lagoon is also
an important bird refuge and is supported by diverse marsh vegetation. To the immediate east of Malibu
Lagoon Beach is Surfrider Beach, a widely recognized surf beach renowned for the hollow peeling Malibu
wave formed by the cobble contours of the ocean’s floor. Corral Canyon Park is located on PCH between
Puerco Canyon and Corral Canyon, and less than 0.5 of a mile east of the project site. The park, managed
by Santa Monica Conservancy provides hiking, equestrian trails and parking.

The City of Malibu makes up the major part of the coastal section of the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area (SMMNRA), which is comprised of State, County and federally owned park lands. It
extends from Griffith Park in the City of Los Angeles to Point Mugu in Ventura County. The lands are both
privately and publicly owned and accessible to the public.

A trail system located in close proximity is also developed by the Santa Monica Mountains Trail Council
(SMMTC). The Corral Canyon Trail, located immediately north of the project site, is the closest part of the
trail network to the proposed project.

Dan Blocker Beach provides opportunities for a variety of ocean and beach oriented recreational activities.
These activities include swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, surf fishing, scuba diving and jogging. These
recreational activities occur all year; however, the majority of beachgoers visit the beach during the summer
months. Activities such as wildlife observation and contemplation are most common on the beach during
the winter. The rock formations projecting from portions of the beach prevent activities such as boating and
surfing.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Vicinity Map)
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant  No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

RECREATION. Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial

physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be O O ] O
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which

! . a a [ | O
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of a parking area, beach access
in the form of an ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility. Park site amenities may
include picnic tables, bench seating and walkways. It is not expected that the development would cause a major
increase in the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks. Currently, visitors to the beach located south of
the site and west down the coast park along PCH and access the beach through private stairways located at the
nearby residential developments west and east of the site. Additionally, visitors to the beach near the project
vicinity hike down the steep bluff faces located west of the project site. As a result of the proposed development
(safe ADA access, available parking and park site amenities), more people may visit Dan Blocker Beach. The
possible increase in beachgoers is not expected to significantly alter or impact Dan Blocker Beach and is
considered less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey, Site Location Map and Malibu General Plan)

B. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Dan Blocker Beach is a popular recreational destination for beach-goers and
surfers. The project has been designed to integrate with the existing environment through the planting of native
species in the landscaped areas. As analyzed in this initial study, the proposed project would impact air quality,
biology, geological resources and hydrology. However, these impacts can be reduced through mitigation listed
in Sections 3.3 Air Quality, 3.4 Biological Resources, 3.6 Geology and Soils, and 3.9 Hydrology and Water
Quality of this Initial Study. The purpose of the project is to meet the public demand for beach access and
parking and therefore, would not necessitate the construction or expansion of recreational facilities in the future.

(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

A Traffic Memorandum has been prepared for the project to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed
facility on traffic, circulation, and transportation, and determine what if any additional traffic analysis is
required. This memorandum is provided in Appendix E and the findings are summarized below. Based on the
results of the memorandum, preparation of a Traffic Impact Analysis is not warranted pursuant to the County
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, since less than 500
trips per day is estimated to be generated by the proposed project.

The proposed project site is located within Los Angeles County and the City of Malibu. Roadways in the area
include:

Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1) is a four-lane state highway traveling in an east to west direction
along the Pacific Coast. The Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) is approximately 25 miles long through the City
of Malibu with a posted speed limit of 45 MPH and 55 MPH. PCH is the major arterial within the City of
Malibu and serves mostly commuters during weekday peak hours. In the summer months, it also serves as
an access route to the beaches along the coast.

Corral Canyon Road is a two-lane north-south arterial connecting the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area, located north of the City of Malibu with Dan Blocker Beach and Solstice Canyon Park.
Farther north, the road provides access to Malibu Creek State Park, where the road terminates.

Latigo Canyon Road is a two-lane roadway oriented in the southeast/northwest direction. It begins at PCH
and goes northwest across the Santa Monica Mountains, meeting Kanan Dume Road near the intersection at
Mulholland Highway. This road serves mostly residents of Latigo Canyon. The posted speed limit varies
from 10 to 20 MPH.

The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport and
approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA
clear zones and safety zones of the airports.

The City of Malibu is currently served by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA),
which operates an inner city express bus route from Los Angeles to Trancas Canyon Road. Route 534 service
runs on mixed headways generally from 6:00 AM — 10:00 PM Monday thru Sunday. The route mainly follows
PCH, serving the project site and passing through Malibu Civic Center on the way to downtown Los Angeles.

PCH is designated as a bike route. A series of pedestrian trails are planned throughout the City of Malibu
and in the project vicinity by the Santa Monica Mountains Trail Council. The Corral Canyon Trail runs
through Corral Canyon and would connect to the Coastal Slope Trail and as well as the Solstice Canyon
Trail. The Coastal Slope Trail is designated to be located north of the project site. The Solstice Canyon
Trail is also designated to be located north of the project site and would terminate at the coast in close
proximity to the project site.

(Sources: Site Survey, Los Angeles County General Plan, LA County Department of Public Works Traffic
Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, MTA, and Traffic Memorandum)
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant  No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance

of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of

transportation including mass transit and non-motorized

travel and relevant components of the circulation system, O O [ | O
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways

and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass

transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards

. X [ |
established by the county congestion management agency - - -
for designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 0 0 O -
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 0 0 - O
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 0 0 O -
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 0 0 O -
bicycle racks)?

A. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to long-term
increases in vehicle trips on the surrounding street network and short-term increases in traffic during
construction.

Construction Traffic

The proposed project would lead to additional vehicle and equipment trips during construction activities.
This increase in traffic would be temporary and would not significantly impair the performance of the
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circulation system. Construction activities are not anticipated to interfere with traffic on PCH with
implementation of standard conditions that include preparation of a traffic control plan or similar type of
construction traffic management plan. In accordance with the Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction (Greenbook), barriers, guards, lights, signs, temporary bridges, flag persons and watch persons
would be provided during construction as applicable to promote traffic safety and convenience. Traffic
impacts during construction would therefore be less than significant.

Project Traffic

Vehicle trips would be generated by the proposed beach project. The traffic memo prepared for the project
estimates that as many as 240 total daily trips would be generated by the proposed project. According to
the traffic memo, it is expected that many of the project trips may be trips diverted from adjacent beaches
due to the availability of on-site parking. Assuming regular turnover of the parking spaces throughout the
day, the project would be expected to generate 240 total daily trips with approximately 20 hourly trips.

The proposed parking improvements would not be expected to generate additional trips during the weekday
AM and PM commuter peak periods. In addition, the project would not attract trips during periods of
inclement weather. Instead, the project site would be expected to generate the most traffic during summer
weekends on sunny days, or on days of good surf. In general, access improvements to the beach, paving of
walkways, and the possible addition of picnic tables and restroom facilities would not be expected to
increase traffic or impact the performance of the circulation system since similar facilities are available at
adjacent beaches. In some capacity, the project may reduce travel times for beachgoers and surfers from the
Los Angeles area by providing more convenient park facilities nearer to the urban core, thus slightly
reducing traffic congestion.

Because of the raised median island on PCH, left turns into or out of the site would not be feasible. Vehicle
movements would be restricted to right turns into the parking area, right turns out of the parking area.
Parking along the shoulder of PCH adjacent to Dan Blocker Beach and west of the project site would not be
allowed. Parking would also not be allowed along the shoulder located adjacent to the proposed parking
lot. While some of the increased trips would be expected to make U-turns at the Latigo Canyon and Corral
Canyon intersections, the relative volume would be small, and would not be expected to create adverse
operating conditions.

During the peak summer months, PCH is heavily used on weekends; however, an increase of 20 hourly trips
during weekend hours would not be expected to have capacity impacts at PCH or cross-mountain roadways
like Kanan-Dume Road or Malibu Canyon Road. The proposed project would also not conflict with mass
transit or other non-motorized travel along the PCH corridor. Therefore, associated traffic impacts are less
than significant and no further analysis is required.

(Sources: Site Survey, City of Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and Traffic Memo).

B. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but
not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

No Impact. Due to the scope of the proposed project, the project is not subject to land use analysis pursuant
to the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County. Nevertheless, the project’s impact
on the CMP system has been considered and no conflict would occur. The CMP arterial monitoring
intersections nearest to the project site are PCH/Kanan Dume Road and PCH/Malibu Canyon Road.
According to Level of Service (LOS) data contained in the Draft 2010 Congestion Management Program
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

for Los Angeles County, both of these intersections operate at acceptable LOS levels. PCH/Kanan Dume
Road operates at LOS B during AM and PM peak hours. PCH/Malibu Canyon Road operates at LOS C
during AM and PM peak hours. As noted, the proposed project would generate the most hourly trips (20)
on the weekend and during the summer months. During the peak summer months, PCH is heavily used on
weekends and an increase of 20 hourly trips during the sunshine hours would not be expected to result in
capacity impacts on CMP monitored intersections. Project traffic would occur mainly outside the peak
commute hours when the parking area is expected to be most fully utilized. Moreover, the minimal traffic
estimated to be generated by the proposed project is not expected to significantly affect CMP arterial
monitoring intersections by adding 50 or more tips during the AM or PM peak weekday hours. Therefore,
no associated impacts would occur and no further analysis is required.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Traffic Memorandum, 2010 Draft Congestion Management Program for
Los Angeles County)

C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport
and approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA
clear zones and safety zones of the airports. The proposed project would not involve air transportation nor
would it affect air traffic at the surrounding airports. Thus, no impact on air traffic patterns would occur
with the project. The project site is not located within the approach zones for the nearby airports. Thus, no
impact on air traffic patterns is expected.

(Sources: Site Survey and Los Angeles General Plan)

D. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less than Significant Impact. Access to the project site would be provided via a one-way driveway from
PCH on the western end. The project design would include the use of existing through lanes to decelerate
into the entrance. Caltrans has determined through coordination with the Department of Public Works that
a deceleration and/or acceleration land would not be required for the project (Figure 6, Parking Lot Ingress
and Egress). As discussed in the project description, to maintain proper sight distance at the parking lot
exit, parking would be restricted with diagonal striping on the shoulder in front of the parking area and
landscaping between the proposed parking lot and PCH would be limited to low growing plants only.
Moreover, traffic directional signage would be provided to regulate vehicle movement from PCH and the
proposed project site and an optional standard approved guardrail may be constructed between PCH along
the proposed project site.

Because of the raised median island on PCH, left turns into or out of the site would not be feasible. Vehicle
movements would be restricted to right turns into and out of the parking area. The movement of vehicles
exiting and/or entering the parking area is not expected to create a significant impact and is considered less
than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey and Traffic Memorandum)
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E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. Adequate emergency vehicle access would be provided to the site via the proposed on-site
driveways. The proposed project would not alter emergency access to properties surrounding the site. Thus,
emergency access to the site or to adjacent uses would not be affected by the proposed project.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey)

F. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

No Impact. The City of Malibu is currently served by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority
(MTA), which operates an inner city express bus route from Los Angeles to Trancas Canyon Road. The route
mainly follows PCH, serving the project site and passing through Malibu Civic Center on the way to downtown
Los Angeles. Additionally, paratransit services, for the disabled are provided locally within the City of Malibu.

PCH is designated as a bike route. The proposed project would not impact traffic on PCH and is not
expected to interfere with the bike route on PCH. The proposed project would not impact any bus turnouts,
bicycle racks, or otherwise conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and MTA)
3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The proposed site is located within the County of Los Angeles and the City of Malibu. Water services are
supplied to the City of Malibu by County Waterworks District No. 29 from the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California (MWD). Water is obtained from the State Water Project and the Colorado River.
The closest water line to the site is a 10-inch water line that changes to an 8-inch water line, which runs along
PCH. There are also several private wells that supply water within the City. However, since 1965, when water
became available through the MWD, their usage has declined. The wells are still considered a valuable resource
of inexpensive water for uses such as agriculture.

Solid waste disposal in the City of Malibu and areas including the project site is managed by four private
hauling companies. All solid wastes are taken to the Calabasas Landfill, which is owned and operated by Los
Angeles County Sanitation District. The landfill, as of 2006, has a remaining capacity of 16,900,400 cubic
yards. It has an estimated closure date of January 1, 2028.

The Malibu area is served by the Southern California Edison Company, (SCE) which provide electricity from
three primary stations and three secondary stations. The Southern California Gas Company provides natural
gas. Telephone services are provided by General Telephone.

(Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board website, Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)
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Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Issues: Significant Mitigation Significant ~ No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the
project:
a) [Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 0 m - m

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause O O ] O
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm

water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities,

the construction of which could cause significant O O u O
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment

provider which serves or may serve the project that it has

adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand O O O u
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste

X [ |
disposal needs? - - -
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? O O u O
A Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional

Water Quality Control Board?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would involve the development of a parking area, and would
provide beach access in the form of a ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has provided a recommendation for onsite
wastewater treatment System for the proposed project in the event that restrooms are provided at the site.
The recommendation was based on conceptual plans from Kimley Horn & Associates, geotechnical studies
from Group Delta Consultants, Inc., and the Wave Run-Up Study by CMA. The recommendation
concluded that a wastewater treatment system is feasible for the project. The possible wastewater treatment
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systems for the park would utilize a wastewater treatment system approved by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board and Health Department with either leach fields located west of and adjacent to the park
facility, or seepage pits located underneath the proposed parking lots. The wastewater treatment system
would consist of either a Microseptec septic system or an Advantex septic system. The leach fields or
seepage pits would feature 100% redundancy, essentially creating two leach fields (one primary and one
backup), or four six foot diameter seepage pits (two primary and two backups). As the wastewater
treatment systems would be approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Health
Department, impacts from onsite wastewater generation would be less than significant.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Project Description)

B. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. Restrooms at the site would be connected to an onsite wastewater treatment
system approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Health Department. The possible
construction of restroom facilities along with a corresponding wastewater treatment system would constitute an
expansion of wastewater treatment facilities. However, any wastewater treatment system would be limited to
use for the project and would not have any effects outside of the site. The proposed project would not require
connection to existing sewer lines. Impacts from the possible construction of an onsite wastewater treatment
system would be less than significant.

(Sources: Project Site Plan and Malibu General Plan)

C. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. Currently, runoff from the proposed site runs over the bluff face and onto
the beach below. The project would introduce additional impervious surfaces; therefore, the proposed
project would slightly increase the amount of storm water generated on-site As discussed in Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would be subject to post-construction storm water
requirements which includes specific requirements for post-construction storm water quantity controls (e.g.,
maximum amount of allowable impervious surface, runoff detention/retention basins) and quality controls
(e.q., infiltration trenches, grass swales/channels). Considering the small size of the site (approximately 1/3
acre), and implementation of storm water controls, the proposed project would not be expected to result in
the need to construct new facilities or require the expansion of existing facilities that could cause significant
environmental effects to occur. Therefore, associated impacts are expected to be less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)

D.  Would the project have sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Less than Significant Impact. The restroom facility, if constructed, would be hooked up to an onsite
wastewater treatment system. Potable water would also be needed if a restroom facility with a wastewater
treatment system is chosen for the project. Water services are supplied to the City of Malibu by County
Waterworks District No. 29 from the MWD. Water is obtained from the State Water Project and the
Colorado River. The site would be served by a 10-inch water line that connects to an 8-inch water line, which
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runs along PCH. The amount of water to serve the project site would be limited and is not expected to
create significant impacts and is considered less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey and Project Description)

E. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

No Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of a parking area, beach access in the form
of an ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility. Restrooms at the site would be
connected to an onsite wastewater treatment system approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
and Health Department. Any possible wastewater treatment system would be limited to use for the project site
and would not have any effect outside of the site. The proposed project would not require connection to
existing sewer lines and would not be served by an outside wastewater treatment provider. Impacts to the
capacity of existing wastewater treatment providers would not occur.

(Sources: Site Location Map, City of Malibu and Project Description)

F. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Less than Significant Impact. As a result of the development, construction debris would be generated
which would need to be disposed at area landfills. The new facilities at Dan Blocker Beach would also
generate solid wastes. A substantial increase in the amount of waste being generated by the project is not
anticipated due to the small scale of the proposed development. The Calabasas Landfill, located at off of
Lost Hills Road) in the City of Calabasas, would serve the project and has the capacity to operate until
2028. The landfill is permitted to accommodate up to 8,668 tons per day. Thus, landfill capacity would not
be adversely affected by the proposed project and is considered less than significant.

(Sources: California Integrated Waste Management Board website, Site Survey, Site Location Map, and G.I.
Industries)

G. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

Less than Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal in Malibu is managed by four private hauling companies.
All solid wastes are taken to the Calabasas Landfill, which is owned and operated by Los Angeles County
Sanitation District. This landfill has remaining capacity to operate until 2028. Solid waste from the project is
expected to be limited to that generated by trash from the picnic areas and beach. Also, this solid waste
generation is not expected to be substantial. Impacts on waste generation are not expected to be significant and
no conflict with solid waste regulations is expected and is considered less than significant.

(Sources: California Integrated Waste Management Board website, Site Location Map, Malibu General
Plan, and G.I. Industries)
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3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially S'gc\'/];'t(lf]ant Less Than
Issues: Significant L Significant ~ No Impact
Mitigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the

habitat or a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten

to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the O u O O
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually

limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a

project are considerable when viewed in connection with O ] O O
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

project, and the effects of probable future projects.)

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either O - O O
directly or indirectly?

The environmental analysis in Section 4 of this document indicates that the proposed Dan Blocker Beach

Project may have the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts on a number of issue areas,

including Air Quality, Biology, Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water Quality. Mitigation measures

would be incorporated into the project, which would mitigate potentially significant adverse impacts to below a

level of significance. The following findings can be made regarding the mandatory findings of significance set

forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines, as based on the results of this environmental assessment:

A Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat or a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. There is the potential for migratory birds to utilize the site.
However, mitigation measures incorporated into the project would reduce potential adverse impacts to less than
significant levels. With mitigation, the project will not reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community; or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. The
proposed project does not have the potential to impact buried cultural resources. The proposed project
would not impact important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
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B. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current project,
and the effects of probable future projects.)

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project could contribute to cumulative effects
associated with air quality, greenhouse gases, noise, traffic, and water quality. To evaluate the project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts, a list of past, approved, and pending projects in the project vicinity was
identified. Projects listed in the cumulative analysis include the following:

o 20624 and 20630 Pacific Coast Highway Initial Study (City of Malibu): Coastal Development
Permit to construct a 2,900 square foot single-family residence

e Fire Station 71 Modernization (Los Angeles County): Fire station expansion from 2,260 to 5,800
square feet located at 28722 West Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu

e Lot Line Reconfiguration of Four Parcels, Seaboard Road Extension, and Construction of a New
Single-Family Residence and Associated Development at 21100 Seaboard Road: Coastal
Development Permit, Variance, Site Plan Review, Lot Line Adjustment, Initial Study and EIR

e Initial Study No. 06-010 and Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 10-002: Tentative Parcel Map to
subdivide one lot into four buildable lots and one remainder lot and demolition of an existing
single-family residence at 6061 Galahad Drive

Air Quality

It is possible that construction of the project could coincide with construction of the cumulative projects in
the project area. Even if construction activities were concurrent, the project’s contribution to short-term,
construction related air emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air
Quality, air emissions generated during project construction would be relatively minor and substantially
below the screening levels thresholds (refer to Table 4). Additionally, the cumulative projects would be
subject to the same air quality thresholds and would be required to implement measures during
construction, as required, to ensure that short-term air emissions would not be significant. Project
construction, therefore, would not result in a significant cumulative air quality impact.

Greenhouse Gases

It is difficult to estimate impacts associated with GHG emissions of cumulative projects to assess the potential
for cumulative impacts. Emissions for reasonably foreseeable future projects with related impacts are
dependent on the individual project design, and cannot be determined at this time. As discussed in Section 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32. Therefore, because the
project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32 of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, the
project’s effect on GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Implementation of the proposed project would require conformance with a number of regulatory requirements
related to hydrology and water quality, including elements of NPDES and County storm water standards. Based
on such conformance, all identified project-level hydrology and water quality impacts would be effectively
avoided or addressed. As stated in section 3.6, Geology and Soils, mitigation to decrease erosion impacts
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will be implemented to reduce erosion impacts to a level of less than significant. Mitigation measures
3.6.E1 through 3.6.E6 would reduce any impacts associated with the runoff erosion to a level of less than
significant.

Long-term operation and maintenance of the project would result in the generation of associated
contaminants that could, in concert with other existing and future development projects, incrementally
contribute to cumulative water quality issues. The project would include implementation of appropriate
post-construction BMPs. These measures would ensure project conformance with applicable federal, state,
and local regulatory standards related to water quality. Based on the above conformance and the fact that
similar conformance also would be required for all identified cumulative projects, no substantial
contribution to cumulative water quality impacts would result from implementation of the proposed project.

Noise

Project-level noise impacts would not be significant and have been evaluated in Section 3.12 above. It is
possible that a cumulative increase in traffic noise could occur with project implementation and construction of
nearby projects assuming an identical dispersion of vehicle trips on area roadways. However, similar to the
proposed project, it is likely that vehicle trips that might be generated by cumulative projects would be minimal
and/or would not be new trips. Imperceptible increases in vehicle noise would be generated by minor additions
of vehicle trips and no increase in vehicle noise would occur if vehicle trips are currently part of the daily
volumes on area roadways. Non-traffic noise generated by the project is negligible and would not
substantially increase existing ambient noise levels in the project area when combined with non-traffic
noise of the cumulative projects. Moreover, compliance with existing noise regulations of the City of Malibu
and County of Los Angeles as applicable for all identified cumulative projects would minimize construction
noise impacts. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable noise impacts.

Traffic

Project-level traffic impacts would not be significant and have been evaluated in Section 3.16 above. It is
possible that a minor cumulative increase in traffic could occur with project implementation and construction of
nearby projects. However, the City of Malibu and surrounding area is relatively built-out and the cumulative
projects identified would not likely lead to significant population or employment growth thereby creating a
substantial increase in vehicle travel (commercial and industrial projects tend to be growth-inducing and
generate many more vehicle trips than residential or passive-recreation projects). It is also likely that vehicle
trips from cumulative projects are currently part of the daily volumes on area roadways. For these reasons, the
project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable traffic impacts.

C. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, mitigation
measures would be implemented to reduce air quality impacts associated with construction activities that could
be harmful to humans. Implementation of the mitigation measures previously identified would reduce adverse
health impacts on humans to below a level of significance.
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FISH AND GAME DETERMINATION

Based on the information above, there is no evidence that the project has the potential for a change that would
adversely affect wildlife resources or the habitat upon which the wildlife depends.

O Yes (Certificate of Fee Exemption)

B No (Pay fee)
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SECTION 4: LIST OF PREPARERS/REFERENCES

4.1 PREPARERS OF THE MND/INITIAL STUDY

Lead Agency
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Project Management Division 1
900 South Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331
(626) 300-2350
Gil Garcia, P.E.
Crystal Munson

Consultant to the Lead Agency: David Evans and Associates, Inc
110 West A Street Suite 1700
San Diego, California 92101
Phone: (619) 400-0600
Michael D’ Alessandro  Project Manager
Derek Wyss Project Planner

ASM and Affiliates
543 Encinitas Blvd., Suite 114
Encinitas, CA 92024
Phone: (760) 632-1094
John Cook, Principal

Katz Okitsu & Associates
1055 Corporate Center Dr., Suite 300
Monterey Park, CA 91754-7642
Phone: (323) 260-4703
Walter Okitsu, P.E.

Group Delta

4455 Murphy Canyon Road, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Phone: (858) 573-1777
Donald A. Chords, Senior Engineer
Braven R. Smillie, Principal Geologist

Pacific Southwest Biological Services
PO Box 985 National City
San Diego, CA 91951
Phone: (619) 477-5380
R. Mitchel Beauchamp, President, M.Sc.

SWCA Environmental Consultants, Inc.
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 190
South Pasadena, CA 91030
Phone: (626) 240-0587
Michael Tuma, Senior Biologist
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by the public at the offices of the Project Management Division of the Los Angeles County Department of
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SECTION 5: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

5.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works (Department) prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Initial
Study (1S) for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach project located on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top
at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu south of Pacific Coast
Highway, north of the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean, west of Corral Canyon Road, and east of
Latigo Point.

The IS/MND indicated that the proposed project would result in the potential for significant
environmental impacts associated with air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and
water quality, and utility and service systems. Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
project to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. The mitigation measures for the proposed
project must be adopted by the County of Los Angeles, in conjunction with adoption of the MND/IS.

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and CEQA Guidelines section 15097 require the Lead
Agency for each project that is subject to the CEQA to monitor performance of the mitigation measures
included in any environmental document to ensure that implementation does, in fact, take place. The PRC
requires the Lead Agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and ensuring the
implementation of required mitigation measures. Specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements that will
be enforced during project implementation shall be adopted coincidental to final approval of the project by
the responsible decision maker(s).

In accordance with PRC Section 21081.6, the Department has developed this Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Dan Blocker Beach project. The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure
that the proposed parking area, beach access, and park site amenities comply with all applicable
environmental mitigation and permit requirements.

Mitigation measures incorporated into the proposed project include measures that would reduce short-
term environmental impacts associated with construction activities on the site, as well as minimize
impacts by restoring the affected environment. These measures will be implemented during grading and
construction activities.

The monitoring table below lists the mitigation measures, which will be implemented as part of the
project. Responsible parties, the time frame for implementation, and the monitoring parties are also
identified. A column is provided for the monitoring party to sign-off on the implementation of each
mitigation measure.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is responsible for review of all monitoring actions,
enforcement actions, and document disposition. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works will
rely on information provided by the monitor as accurate and up to date and will field check mitigation
measure status as required.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued)

Method of

Verification of

Measure Mitigation Measure Responsible [ Monitoring thod Timing of Completion
No. Party Party Verification | Verification .
Initials Date
Air Quality
Measure To reduce fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving Building LA County [Regular field | During
3.3.B1 activities during grading / construction activities: Contractor Department [inspections |clearing,
e Limit grading/soil disturbance to as small as an S\flpllibl'c grad|tng, tz_ind
area as practical at any one time. orks construction
' N . ' operations
e Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas.
e Prepare a high wind dust control plan and
implement plan elements and terminate soil
disturbance when winds exceed 25 mph.
e Stabilize previously disturbed areas if
subsequent construction is delayed.
e Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 times
per day.
e Cover all stock piles with tarps.
e Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as
soon as feasible.
e Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than
15 mph.
MND/Initial Study
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued)

Verification of

Measure Mitigation Measure Responsible [ Monitoring | Method of [ Timing of Completion
No. Party Party Verification | Verification .
Initials Date
Air Quality continued
Measure To reduce exhaust emissions from construction Building LA County |Regular field | During
3.3.B2 equipment and activities, the following measures Contractor Department |inspections | clearing,
shall be incorporated into all bid documents and of Public grading, and
implemented by the general contractor: Works construction
e Require 90-day low-NOy tune-ups for off-road operations
equipment.
e Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks
and heavy equipment.
e Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped
with diesel oxidation catalysts if available.
e Utilize diesel particulate filter on heavy
equipment where feasible.
Measure To reduce reactive organic gas emissions from Building LA County |Regular field | During
3.3.B3 construction activities, the use of low VOC coatings | Contractor Department [inspections | construction
and high pressure-low volume sprayers shall be of Public operations
incorporated into all bid documents and Works
implemented by the general contractor.
MND/Initial Study
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued)

Measure

Method of

Verification of

If project construction activities cannot be
implemented during this time period, the applicant
shall retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-
construction nest surveys to identify active nests

within and adjacent to the project area up to 500 feet.

If the pre-construction survey is conducted early in
the nesting season (February 1- March 15) and nests
are discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the
nests only after it has been determined that the nest
is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor
is an adult actively brooding on the nest. Any active
nests identified within the project area or within 300
feet of the project area should be marked with a
buffer, and the buffer area would need to be avoided
by construction activities until a qualified biologist
determines that the chicks have fledged. The buffer
area shall be 300 feet for non-raptor nests, and 500-
feet for raptor nests. If the buffer area cannot be
avoided during construction of the project, the
project applicant should retain a qualified biologist
to monitor the nests on a daily basis during
construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as a
result of noise generated by the construction. The
biological monitor should have the authority to halt
construction if the construction activities cause
negative effects, such as adults abandoning the nest
or chicks falling from the nest

Mitigation Measure Responsible [ Monitoring Timing of Completion
No. Party Party Verification | Verification -
Initials Date

Biological Resources
Measure Ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities |Building LA County |Regular field | During
3.4.A1 associated with construction of the project should Contractor Department |inspections |construction

be performed outside of the breeding season for of Public operations

birds, or between September 1 and January 31. Works

MND/Initial Study
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued)

e . L o Verification of
Measure Mitigation Measure Responsible [ Monitoring | Method of [ Timing of Completion
No. Party Party Verification | Verification .
Initials Date
Geology and Soils
Measure Driveways and parking areas should be setback a Site Designer | LA County |Plan Check |Plan Check
3.6.E1 minimum of 10 feet from the bluff face Department
of Public
Works
Measure Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed Site Designer | LA County [Plan Check |Plan Check
3.6.E2 to discourage foot traffic down the face of the bluff. Department
of Public
Works
Measure During grading of the parking area, any gullies Building LA County |Regular field | During
3.6.E3 identified in the parking area or other areas to be Contractor Department [inspections |clearing,
developed should be filled with properly compacted of Public grading, and
soils and should be modified to drain any flows Works construction
away from the bluff face. operations
Measure Any areas between the new parking area and Building LA County |Regular field | During
3.6.E4 driveways that is not well vegetated should be Contractor Department |inspections |clearing,
planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize of Public grading, and
interim erosion. Works construction
operations
Measure A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation Site Designer | LA County [Plan Check |Plan Check
3.6.E5 system for a concrete landing for the access ramp Department
should be constructed to prevent wave action and/or of Public
beach erosion. Works
MND/Initial Study
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued)

Verification of

Measure Mitigation Measure Responsible [ Monitoring | Method of [ Timing of Completion
No. Party Party Verification | Verification -
Initials Date
Measure The access ramp should be designed to Site Designer [ LA County |Plan Check |Plan Check
3.6.E6 accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial Department
erosion process, which would sustain the integrity of Public
of the structure from any marine or subaerial Works
erosion process.
Geology and Soils continued
Measure The recommendations presented in the Site Designer | LA County [Plan Check/|Plan Check /
3.6.F1 Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan / Building Department [ Regular field | During
Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated Contractor of Public inspections | clearing,
December 26, 2000 should be followed. Works grading, and
construction
operations
Measure Drill borings at the project site and soil samples Site Designer [LA County |Plan Check |Plan Check
3.6.F2 should be taken of subgrade before final design of Department
the ramp and parking area. After these samples are of Public
taken the recommendations in the Geotechnical Works
Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach
prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000
may be modified depending on the findings. If
modified findings result from the samples they
should than be implemented.
MND/Initial Study
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued)

Verification of

Measure Mitigation Measure Responsible [ Monitoring | Method of [ Timing of Completion
No. Party Party Verification | Verification .
Initials Date
Measure In the event that a restroom with a wastewater Site Designer | LA County [Plan Check /|Plan Check
3.6.H1 treatment system is chosen for the final design for Department | performed
the Dan Blocker Beach Project, a suitability analysis of Public prior to or
of the soils supporting the use of the septic tanks, Works concurrently
as well as the accompanying leach fields or seepage with
pits, shall be conducted prior to or concurrently with Measure
the acquisition of subgrade drill borings and soil 3.6.F2
samples as part of Mitigation Measure 3.6.F2. The
suitability analysis shall include percolation tests at
the exact location of the absorption field.
Recommendations from the suitability analysis shall
be incorporated into the wastewater treatment
design.
Hydrology and Water Quality
N/A Regarding Hydrology and Water Quality, Site Designer [ LA County |Plan Check /|Plan Check /
implementation of NPDES requirements, including / Building Department [ Regular field | During
but not limited to preparation of a drainage Contractor of Public inspections | clearing,
concept/SUSMP plan, and mitigation measures Works grading, and
3.6.E1 through 3.6.E6 to prevent erosion impacts, construction
would reduce any impacts associated with operations
hydrology and water quality to a level below
significance.
MND/Initial Study
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Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)
File Name:

Project Name: Dan Biocker Beach Prgject
Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2008
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
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Summary Report.

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

2010 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)
2010 ._.O.ﬂp_.m (tonsfyear mitigated)

Percent Reduction

2011 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)
2011 TOTALS {tons/year mitigated)

Percent Reduction

AREA SCURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

0.01
0.01

0.00

0.05
0.05

0.00

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

" TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

NOx

0.05
0.04

14.93

0.25
0.22
11.92

ROG
0.29

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (tonsfyear, unmitigated)

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

ROG
0.35

0.02
0.02

0.00

0.21
0.21
0.00

Z
>

o
(=]
=

=
%

c
iy
w

0.00
0.0cC

0.00

0.28

3.64

3.92

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.03
47.66

2]
O]

o
=)
=)

s02
0.00

Q.00
0.00

84.58

0.02
0.01

7272

&
o
&

b
@
&

83.85

0.07
0.03

54.72

PM2.5
0.13

PM2.5 Dust

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.01

47.31

9]
N

b
[+
-

o2
390.83

)
N1

301.34

PM2.5 PM2.5
Exhaust

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
84.61 84.32
0.02 0.03
0.00 0.01
72.79 63.40

32.94
32.84

0.00
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2010

Demaolition 12/20/2010-
1213172010

Fugitive Dust

Demo Off Road Diesel

Demo On Road Diesel

Demo Worker Trips
2011

Fine Grading 01/03/2011-
81/14712011

Fine Grading Dust
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading Cn Road Diesel
Fine Grading Warker Trips
Asphalt 01/17/2011-01/21/2011
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel
Paving Worker Trips
Building 01/24/2011-02/18/2011
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Ttips

Building Worker Trips

0.01

0.01

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.01

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.02
0.00

0.00

NGO
0.05

6.05

0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.25

Q.06

0.00
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.15
0.11

0.04

0.00

co
0.02

0.02

£.00
0.62

0.60-

0.00
0.21
0.03

0.00
0.03
0.00
0,00
0.03
0.00
0.02
Q.00
0.01
0.14
0.08
0.03

0.03

$02
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.00
0.00
0.CC

0.00

BM1

Dust
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.05

.05

005
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

PM10 Exhaust
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00

4.00
C.c0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.00

PMI1G
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.07
0.05

0.05
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.00

PM2.5 Dust
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.040
0.01

0.01

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

PM2.5 Exhau

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0
0.0¢
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.00

PM2.5
0.00

Q.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03

0.01

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.00

5.17

517

0.00
4.71
Q.00
0.47
32.94

6.37

0.00
5.91
0.00
047
4.62
0.00
3.40
0.37
0.86
21.94
10.31
7.26

4.37
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Phase: Demolition 12/20/2010 - 12/31/2010 - Clear and Grub

Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 0

Building Volume Daily (cubie feet): 0

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

Off-Road Equipment;

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) aperating at a 0.59 load factor for 1 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for § hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) aperating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Fine Grading 1/3/2011 - 1/14/2011 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description
Total Acres Disturbed: 1.92

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.48

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

20 Ibs per acre-day

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): &

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Trenchers (63 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Water Trucks {189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Paving 1/17/2011 - 1/21/2011 - Default Paving Description

Acres to be Paved: 0.48

Off-Road Equipment;

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers {10 hp} operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a £.53 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for § hours per day

1 _uﬂmmmc:w Washers (1 hp) operating at a 0.8 load factor for 8 hours per day
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1 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 2 hours per day

1 Rollers {95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 1/24/2011 - 2/18/2011 - Type Your Description Here
Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) cperating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/t_oaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Mitigated

ROG NOx co
2010 : 0.1 0.04 0.02
Demolition 12/20/2010- 0.01 0.04 0.02
12/31/2010
Fugitive Dust 0.00 .00 0.00
Demo Off Road Diesel 0.01 0.04 0.02
Demo On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00
Demo Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

PM10 Dust
0.00
0.00

0.00
.00
0.00

0.00

P10 Exhaust
0.00

Q.00

0.00
8.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
©.00

0.00

PM2.5 Dust
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

PM2.5 Exhaust
0.00
0.00

g.00
0.00
0.00

.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.60

0.00
4,71
0.00

0.47
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2011 0.05 0.22 0.21 0.co 0.03 0.01 €.03 .01 0.00 0.01 32.94
Fine Grading 01/03/2011- 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 68.37
01/14/2011

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.1 .00
Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 591
Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 £.00 0.00 0.00 047
Asphalt 01/17/2011-01/21/2011 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 . 0.00 0.00 Q.00 4.62
Paving Off-Gas Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paving Off Road Diesel 0.01 0.03 g.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.40
Paving On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.co 0.00 0.37
Paving Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86
Building 01/24/2011-02/18/2011 0.03 0.13 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.94
Building Off Road Diesel 0.02 0.08 0.08 c.00 0.00 0.00 €.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 10.31
Building Vendor Trips 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.26
Building Worker Trips 0.00 0.co 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.37

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Demolition 12/20/2010 - 12/31/2010 - Clear and Grub

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rubber Tired Dazers, the Diese! Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%

For ._.Soﬁoﬂm\romamqm\mmoxsomm. the Diesel Particulate Filter {DPF) 1st Tier miti

gation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For ._.qmnnoqm\_.omnm_.m\mmnxromm_ the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% miti

gation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%
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For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: B5%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 1/3/2011 - 1/14/2011 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description
For Sail Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 61% PM25: 61%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85% .

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

Far Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Fiiter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Cataiyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

Far Trenchers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) ‘st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Trenchers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 1/17/2011 - 1/21/2011 - Default Paving Description
For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter {DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF)} 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%
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For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

Faor Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diese! Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pumps, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25:; 85%

For Pumps, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

.Jam following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 1/24/2011 - 2/1 8/2011 - Type Your Description Here
For Forklifts, the Dieset Particulate Filter {DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/t oaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF} 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces ernissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter {DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
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NOX: 15%

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOx co 802 EM10 PM2.5 coz
Natural Gas 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hearth 0.00 0.00° 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
rmsmw.om_um 0.02 0.0C 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51
Consumer Products 0.00 .
Architectural Coatings | 0.04
TOTALS {tonslyear; inmitigated) - © . - ~0.06 . - 000 028 . . 000 000 . 000 0.51

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOX co s02 PM10 PM25 coz
Dan Blocker Beach 0.29 045 3.64 0.00 0.68 0.13 390.83
TOTALS (tonsfyear, unmitigated) . 029 0.45 3.64 -  0.00 0.68 0.13 . © 390.83

Operational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Analysis Year: 2011 Season: Annual
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Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Land Use Type

Dan Blocker Beach

Vehicle Type

Light Auto

Light Truck < 3750 Ibs

_L.mg. Truck 3751-5750 Ibs

Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 [bs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Cther Bus

Urban Bus

Motoreycle

School Bus

Motor Home

Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type

125.00 acres

Percent Type Non-Catalyst
51.6 0.8
7.3 2.7
23.0 . 0.4
10.6 0.8
1.6 0.C
0.5 0.0
0.9 0.0
0.5 0.0
0.1 0.0
0.1 0.0
2.8 64.3
0.1 0.0
0.9 0.0

No. Units Total Trips

1.92 240.00
240.00

Catalyst
99.0
94.6
99.6
99.1
81.2
60.0
222

00
0.6
0.0
35.7
0.c
88.9

Total VMT
2,153.52
2,153.52

Diesel
0.2
2.7
0.0
0.0

18.8
40.0
77.8
100.0
100.0
100.0
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Urban Trip Length {miles)
Rural Trip Length {miles)
Trip speeds {(mph)

% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

Dan Blocker Beach

Home-Work
12.7
17.6
300

32.8

Residential
Home-Shop
7.0
12.1

0.0

18.0

Home-Other
9.5

14.9

300

49.1

Commute
13.3
154

30.0

20

Commercial
Non-Work
74
9.6
30.0

1.0

Customer
8.9

126

30.0

97.0
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Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)
File Name:

Project Name: Dan Blocker Beach Project

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.2 Nov 1 20086
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007



Page: 2

8/27/2010 2:35:23 PM

Summary Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG
2010 TOTALS {lbs/day unmitigated) 1.20
2010 TOTALS (Ibs/day mitigated) 1.20
2011 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 3.03
2011 TOTALS (ibs/day mitigated) 3.03

AREA SCURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated)

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS {lbs/day, unmitigated)

17.21

14.81

ROG

1.51

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS {Ibs/day, unmitigated)

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

ROG

1.87

4.93
4.93

14.186

14.16

o [Z
=)
N [

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG

NOx

0.00
0.00

0.01
0.01

20.18

)
N>

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust

.00

0.00

§.60
4.98

(3
L%

e
o
2

1023
h

o
=)
]

PM10 Dust

0.51

0.08

1.45

0.39

P10 Exhau

M1

0.51

0.08

10.45

5.11

PM10

BPM2.5 Dust PM2.5 PM2.5
Exhaust
0.00 0.47 0.47
0.60 0.07 0.07
201 1.33 2.78
1.04 0.38 1.16
co2
2.81
coz2
2,211.43
coz
2,214.24
PM2.5 Dust  PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5

O
N]

1,034.48

1,034.48

2,193.87

2,193.87

[NV
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Time Slice 12/20/2010-12/31/2010
Active Days: 10

Demolition 12/20/2010-
12131/2010

Fugitive Dust

Demo Off Road Diesel
Demo On Road Diesel
Demo Worker Trips

Time Slice 1/3/2011-1/14/2011
Active Days: 10

Fire Grading 01/03/2011-
01/14/2011 ’

Fine Grading Dust

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diesel
Fine Grading Worker Trips

Time Slice 1/17/2011-1/21/2011
Active Days: &

Asphalt 01/17/2011-01/21/2011
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel

Paving Worker Trips

0.00
0.02
1.7¢

1.76

0.00

1.74

3.03
0.25
2.62
0.08
0.08

9.85
9.85

0.00
9.80
0.00
0.05
12.51

12.51

0.00
12.47
0.00
0.04

1721

17.21
0.00
16.09
0.97

0.16

4.93

0.00
4.14
0.00
¢.79
6.67

6.67

0.00
5.93
0.00
0.73

12.70

12.70
0.00
9.85
0.37

2.68

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

9.60

9.60

9.60
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.02

0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02

0.51

0.00
G.51
0.00
0.00
0.84

0.84

1.45
0.00
1.40
0.04
0.01

0.51
0.51
0.00
0.51

0.00

0.01

10.45

10.45

9.60
0.84
0.00
0.01

1.47

1.47
0.00
1.40
0.04
0.03

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.01
2.01

2.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01

Q.01
0.00
0.00
0.00

Q.01

0.00

0.78

0.00
0.77
0.00
.00

=y
()
(2]

o
& ,
[

0.00
1.29

0.01

0.00
0.46
0.00
0.00

2.78

2.78

2.00
0.77
0.00
0.00
1.34

1.24
0.00
1.29
0.04
0.01

1,034.48
1,034.48

0.00
941.18
0.0G
93.30
1,274.88

1.274.89

0.00
1,181.61
0.00
93.28

1.849.46

1,849.46
0.00
1,361.39
146.06
342.01
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Time Slice 1/24/2011-2/18/2011
Active Days: 20

Building £1/24/2011-02/18/2011
Building Off Road Diesel
Building Vendor Trips

Building Worker Trips

Phase: Demolition 12/20/2010 - 12/31/2010 - Clear and Grub

Building Volume Total {cubic feet): 0
Building Volume Daily {cubic feet): 0
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment:

2.87

287
2.44
0.32
0.11

14.65 14.16
14,85 14,16
10.75 8.06
3.70 2.68
0.20 343
Phase Assumptions

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 1 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Fine Grading 1/3/2011 - 1/14/2011 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description

Total Acres Disturbed: 1.92

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.48
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Defautt

20 Ibs per acre-day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 9
Off-Road Equipment:

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Trenchers (63 hp} operating at a 0.75 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 8.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Paving 1/17/2011 - 1/21/2011 - Default Paving Description

.01

0.01
0.00
0.01

0.00

0.05

0.05
0.00
0.03

0.02

1.12
0.96
0.15

0.01

0.02

0.02
0.00
0.01

0.01

1.03

1.03
0.88
0.14

0.01

1.05

1.05
0.88
0.15
0.02

2,193.87

2,193.87
1,030.62
726.38

436.86
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Acres to be Paved: 0.48

Off-Road Equipment:

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers {10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day
1 Pavers {100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 lead factor for 8 hours per day

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a §.43 joad factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pressure Washers (1 hp) operating at a 0.6 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 2 hours per day

1 Roliers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factar for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 1/24/2011 - 2/18/2011 - Type Your Description Here
Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Forldifts {145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Generator Sets {49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at & 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Construction Mitigated Detall Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Surmmer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated

NOx co 802 PM10 Dust  2M10 Exhaust PM10  PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust
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Tirme Slice 12/20/2010-12/31/2010
Active Days: 10

Demolition 12/20/2010-
12/31/2010

Fugitive Dust

Demo Off Road Diesel
Demo On Road Diesel
Demo Worker Trips

Time Slice 1/3/2011-1/14/2011
Active Days: 10

Fine Grading $1/03/2011-
01/44/2011

Fine Grading Dust’

Fine Grading Cff Road Diesel
Fine Grading On Road Diese!
Fine Grading Waorker Trips

Time Slice 1/17/2011-1/21/2011
Active Days: 5

Asphalt 09/17/2011-01/21/2011
Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road Diesel
Paving On Road Diesel
Paving Worker Trips

0.00
1.74

0.00

2.62
0.08
0.08

8.38

0.00
8.33
0.00
0.05
10.64

10.64

0.00
10.60
0.00
0.04

14.81

14.81
0.00
13.69
0.97
0.16

4.93

4.00
4.14
0.00
0.79
6.67

6.67

0.00
5.93
0.00
0.73

12.70

12.70
0.00
9.65
0.37

2.68

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

000
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

4.98

4.98

4.97
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02

0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.02

0.08

0.00
0.08
0.00
0.00

0.13

0.13

0.00
0.13
0.00
0.00

0.26

Q.26
0.00
0.21
0.04
0.01

0.08

0.00
0.08
0.00
0.01

511

51

4.97
0.13
0.00
0.01
0.28

0.28
0.00
0.21
0.04

Q.03

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

1.04
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.01

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01

0.07

0.00
0.07
0.00
0.00

0.12

012

0.00
0.12
0.00
0.00

0.24

0.24
0.00
0.20
0.04

0.01

1.04
0.12
0.00
0.00
0.25

0.25
0.00
0.20
0.04
0.01

1,034 .4

1,034.48

0.00
941.18
0.c0
93.30

1,274.89

1,274.89

0.00
1,181.61
0.00
93.28

1,849.46

1.849.46
0.00
1,361.39
146.06

342.01
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Time Siice 1/24/2011-2/18/2011 2.87 13.18 14.16 0.01 0.05 0.39
Active Days: 20
Building 01/24/20311-02/18/2011 2.87 13.18 14,16 0.01 0.05 4.39
Building Off Road Diesel 2.44 9.28 8.06 0.00 Q.00 0.23
Building Vendor Trips 0.32 3.70 2.68 0.1 0.03 0.15
Building Worker Trips 0.11 0.20 3.43 0.00 0.02 0.01

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Demolition 12/20/2010 - 12/31/201 C - Clear and Grub
For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPFY} 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diese! Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15% _

The foliowing mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 1/3/2011 - 1/14/2011 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description

For Seil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 81% PM25: 61%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

0.44

0.44
0.23
418

Q.03

0.02

0.02
0.00
0.01

0.01

0.36
Q.21
0.14

0.01

0.37

0.37
.21
0.15

0.02

2.193.87

2,193.87
1,030.62
726.38

436.86
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PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Trenchers, the Diesel Particulate Filter {DPF) 1st Tier mitigaticn reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Trenchers, the Digsel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

The follewing mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 1/17/2011 - 1/21/2011 - Default Paving Description
For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mifigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%

For Pavers, the Diese! Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation q,mncomm emissions by

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation redu¢es emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigaticn reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (OFF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions hy:
NOX: 15%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Particulate Fiiter {DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel QOxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pumps, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%
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For Pumps, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%

The follewing mitigation measures appiy to Phase: Building Construction 1/24/2011 - 2118/2011 - Type Your Description Here
For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM1Q: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NQX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Particulate Filter {DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25; 85%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Oxidatien Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by

NOX: 15%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPFY} 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
NOX: 15%
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Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated
. Source ROG NOx Cco S02 PM10 PM2.5 co2
Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00

Hearth - No- Summer Emissions

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81
Gonsumer Products 0.00
Architectural Coatings 0.24

0.36 - 002 . 1.55 000 0.01 0.01 2.81

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:
o_.umm>j022. EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Source ROG NOX co 502 PM10 PM25 coz
Dan Blocker Beach 1.51 2.29 20.16 0.02 372 0.72 2,211.43
TOTALS (Ibs/day, unmitigated) 1.51 229 20.16 0,02 372 - 0.72 2,211.43

QOperational Settings:

Does not include correction for passby trips
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips
Analysis Year: 2011 Temperature (F): 80 Season: Summer

Emfac: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2008
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Land Use Type

Dan Blocker Beach

Vehicle Type

Light Auto

Light Trugk < 3750 lbs

Light Truck 3751-5750 ibs

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs
Lite-Heavy Truck 8504-10,000 Ibs
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 Ibs
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs
Other Bus

Urban Bus

Motorcycle

School Bus

Motor Home

c_.vms Trip Length (miles)

Home-Waork

12.7

Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type
125.00 acres
Percent Type zo:-Omﬁm_ﬁ.ﬁ
51.6 0.8
7.3 27
23.0 0.4
10.6 0.9
1.6 0.0
0.5 0.0
0.9 0.0
0.5 0.0
0.1 0.0
0.1 0.0
2.8 64.3
0.1 0.0
0.9 0.0
Travel Conditions
Residential
Home-Shap Home-Other
7.0 9.5

No. Units Total Trips
1.92 240.00
240.00

Catalyst
99.0
94.6
99.6
99.1
81.2
60.0
222

0.0
0.0
0.0
357
0.0
88.9

Commercial
Commute Non-Work

13.3 74

Total VMT
2,153.52

2,153.52

Diesel
0.2
27
0.0
0.0

18.8
40.0
77.8
100.0
100.0
100.0

Customer

8.8
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Rural Trip Length (miles)
Trip speeds {(mph)

Y% of Trips - Residential

% of Trips - Commercial {by land use)

Dan Blocker Beach

Home-Work
17.8
30.0

329

Residential
Home-Shop
121

30.0

18.0

Home-Other
14.9
30.0

49,1

Commute
15.4

30.0

2.0

Commercial
Non-Work
98
30.0

1.0

Customer
126

30.0

87.0
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April 7, 2009

Mr. Ryan Birdseye
David Fvans and Associates
Via e-mail to: Rybi@deainc.com

RE: Biological Resources Conditions Update for the Dan Blocker Beach Improvement Project,
Malibu, Los Angeles County, California

Dear Mr. Birdseye:

SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) was hired by David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA)
to perform a biological resources conditions update for the Dan Blocker Beach Improvement
Project, Malibu, Los Angeles County, California. A biological study of the project area was
performed by Pacific Southwest Biclogical Services, Inc. in 2001 (PSBS 2001). Because eight years
had elapsed since the original study, the project proponent requested a study to update the
biological conditions within the project area. The following report provides the results of the

studly.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project area is located adjacent to and south of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), in the city of
Malibu, west of Corral Canyon Road and east of Seagull Way, and can be located on the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Malibu Beach, California quadrangle at the following
Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates: 11-5: 338,900mE; 3,766,900mN. The project
area lies in unsectioned lands of Rancho Topanga Malibu Sequit. The project area comprises
1.69 acres on a partially paved bluff overlooking Dan Blocker County Beach in a sparsely
developed residential area.

The proposed project consists of the development of public beach facilities and access, and
includes removal of the existing chain link fence, demolifion of existing pavement, construction of
a parking lot, and development of park amenities. The proposed amenities include a bluff-top
picnic area with picnic tables, portable drinking fountains, and a memorial monument and
plaque. Other project features include the construction of a ramp fo allow beach access and
paved walkways with bench seating, connecting the parking area with park site amenities and
beach access. Access from PCH would be provided through two gated driveways. A park
directory and highway entrance sign would be provided. K-rail barriers would be installed
adjacent to PCH for safety, as well as a railing system af the edge of the bluff. New and existing
slopes would be planted with appropriate vegetation for erosion control, and a temporary
irrigation system would be installed.
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Environmental Setting

Lands within and adjacent to the project area are moderately urbanized, consisting of sparse
residential development along the coastline. The project area is located in the Southern
California Coast region of the Transverse and Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province, which
includes lands close to the Pacific Ocean where marine influences modify the climate greatly. The
mean onnual precipitation is about 15 to 25 inches; summer fog is common. Mean annual
temperature is about 54 to 62 degrees Fahrenheit. Elevations in the area range from
approximately sea level to 3,111 feet above mean sea level. Soils within the project area are
highly disturbed and include Castaic silty clay loam as well as fill associated with pavement on

the site.

Vegetation within the project area currently consists primarily of a degraded coastal sage scrub
community containing native and nonnative herbaceous and shrub plant species, located on «
steep hillside overlooking o sandy beach. A paved road shoulder is located along the top of the
hillside adjacent to PCH. A concrete culvert that drains hillsides north of PCH is located under

PCH and empties within the project area.

Common mammals that may occur within the project area include striped skunk (Mephitis
mephitis), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and opossum (Didelphis virginiana). Mouming dove {Zenaida
macroura), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynches), and house finches (Carpodacus mexicanus}
are common avian species that occur in the vicinity. Other species that occur within the project
area and adjacent lands include western fence lizard {Sceloporous occidentalis) and introduced

Argentine ants (Linepithema humile).

Literaiure and Database Search

SWCA reviewed exisfing sources of information regarding occurrences of special-status species
and assessed the potential for occurrence of these species within the project area. Special-status
species are plants and animals in one or more of the following categories:

* Species listed or proposed for listing as. threatened or endangered under the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) {50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.12 [listed
plants], 50 CFR 17.11 [listed animals], and various nofices in the Federal Register [FR]
[proposed species]).

+  Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under
ESA (67 FR 40657, June 13, 2002).

* Species listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or
endangered under the California ESA (CESA} (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR]
670.5).

+ Species that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under the California
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15380).

+ Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Profection Act (California Fish and
Game Code Section 1900 et seq.}.

»  Plants considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS} to be “rare, threatened, or
endangered in California” {Lists 1B and 2 by CNPS [2009]).

*  Plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine
their status and plants of limited distribution (Lists 3 and 4 in CNPS 2009}, which may be

SWCA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES CONDITIONS UPDATE
DAN BLOCKER BEACH IMPROVEMENT PROQJECT

included as special-status species on the basis of local significance or recent biological
information.

»  Animal species of special concern as listed by the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) (2006). | -

+  Animals fully protected in California {Cdlifornia Fish and Game Code Sectfions 3511
[birds], 4700 [mammals], 5050 [amphibians and reptiles], and 5515 ffish]).

+  Animals included on the California Special Animals List (CDFG 2006) because of
inclusion on one or more of several “watch lists,” including the Infernational Union for
Conservafion of Nature (IUCN) Red List, the American Bird Conservancy (ABC) Green List,
the Audubon WatchList, the Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species list, the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Sensitive Species list, the U.S. Forest
Service Sensitive Species list, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Birds of
Conservation Concern list, the United States Bird Conservation {USBC) Watch List, bat
species included on the Western Bat Working Group's (WBWG) Regional Priority Matrix as
High or Medium, and the Xerces Society Red list of pollinators.

The following sources of information were consulted:

»  The original biological study prepared for the project (P585 2001).

+  The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) {CNDDB 2009) for the USGS 7.5-
minute Malibu Beach and Point Dume, California quadrangles; accessed April 2, 2009.

«  CNPS 2009 online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California for the USGS
7.5-minute Malibu Beach and Point Dume, California quadrangles; accessed Aprit 2,
2009,

+ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 20094), Ventura Fish & Wildlife Office Endangered
and Threatened Species List {Los Angeles County); accessed January 26, 2008.

¢ USFWS Division of Habitat and Resource Conservation, National Wetlands Inventory
(NWH) Wetlands Mapper (http://wetlandsfws.er.usgs.gov/NWl/index.html); accessed
January 28, 2009 {USFWS 2009b).

Field Survey

An SWCA biologist walked the project area and visually scanned the project area boundary to
determine whether sensitive habitats or special-status species occur there. The survey was
conducted along the bluff within the project area, and included the bluff and beach areas.
Photographs were faken fo document biological resources and field conditions. Specific survey
methods are described in detail below.

All plant species observed during the survey, indluding special-status species, were identified to
species using taxonomic nomenclature provided in The Jepson Manual of Higher Plants of
California (Hickman 1993). Vegetation communities observed during the survey were described
in field notes, verified on aerial photographs, and described according to A Manual of California
Vegetation (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995) and Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural
Communities of California {Holland 1986) whenever appropriate.

Wildlife species were recorded during the survey of the project area ‘and were detected by sight
and sound. Wildlife habitats were also assessed within the profect area. Special attention was
given fo the potential for nesting bird and bat species, which could nest in trees and bluffs within
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and adjacent to the project area. All species were identified to the lowest possible taxonomic
level. No nocturnal or protocol surveys were conducted.

Assessment of Special-status Species Occurrence Potential

Following the database searches and field survey, SWCA assessed the potential for occurrence
for special-status species within the project area and its immediate vicinity. This consisted of
assessing the biclogical conditions within the project area and its immediate vicinity and the
known occurrences of special-status species within the general vicinity of the project area. During
the assessment, each species was assigned to one of the categories listed below. This assessment
only included a consideration of species that were not assessed in the original study {PSBS 2001).

Present: Species is known to occur within the study area, based on recent {within 20 years)
CNDDB or other records, and/or was observed within the study area during the field survey(s).

May occur: Species is known to occur in the vicinity of the study area {based on recent [within 20
years] CNDDB or other records within 5 miles and/or based on professional expertise specific to
the study area or species), and there is suvitable habitat within the study area. Alternatively, there
is suitable habitat within the study area and the study area limits are within the known range of
the species. For avian species, a distinction was made between occurrence potential on the study

area as a forager, nester, and/or transient.

Not likely to occur: Species is known to occur in the vicinity of the study area (within 5 miles);
however, there is poor quality or marginal habitat in the study area. If the species occurs at the
study areaq, it would likely be as a migrant, and the species is not likely to reproduce (breed or
nest} within the study area due to a lack of suitable habitat or because the study area is outside of

their known breeding range.

Absent: There is no suitable habitat for the species within the study area, or the study area is
located outside of the known range of the species. Alternatively, a species was surveyed for
during the appropriate season with negative resulfs for species occurrence.

RESULTS

Field Survey

SWCA biologist Shanee Stopnitzky conducted the field visit on April 2, 2009, between 7:00 a.m.
and 10:00 a.m. Conditions encountered during the survey included average temperatures of 57
degrees Fahrenheit with scattered clouds and winds of 3 to 10 miles per hour.

Biotic Habitats

Habitats identified within the project area are described in detail below. Full lists of plant and
wildlife species observed within biotic habitats within the project area are presented in Appendix

A.

Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub

The project area is characterized as degraded Venturan coostal sage scrub vegetation, as
nonnative plant spacies dominated certain portions of the hillside and disturbance associated with
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the pavement along the bluff-top was observed. Dominant native plant species include Cafifornia
sagebrush (Arfemisia cafifornica), California Encelia (Encefia californica), laurel sumac (Malosma
Jaurina), and ashyleaf buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum). Prominent nonnative species include
African fountain grass (Pennisetum sefaceum) and hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis). African
fountain grass is the dominant species in the project area and on adjacent bluffs. Much of the
paved area now has substantial vegetation growth between cracks and in eroded portions of the
pavement, in contrast to the previous study that described litife to no vegetation in these areas.
The paved area nearest the bluff edge displays a similar species composition to most of the site,
while sparse marginal weeds occur in the paved portion of the site closer fo the highway.
Moderate amounts of litter are found throughout the project area. Walking fracks have eroded
natural drainage areas at several points along the project area.

Assessment of Special-status Biological Resources

The previous biological study (PSBS 2001) identified one special-status species, southern
California rufous-crowned sparrow, on the project area. The study determined that the project
area conditions provided a moderate potential for occurrence for two additional special-status
species, including monarch butterfly, which the author stated may roost in the single ltalian
cypress observed on the project area, and coast horned lizard, which could occur within the
degraded coastal sage scrub habitat. Based on this updated conditions assessment, we have
determined that the occurrence potential for southern California rufous-crowned sparrow should
remain at “present,” but that monarch butterfly and coast horned lizard should be downgraded
to “not likely to occur.” Monarch butterflies typically roost in groves of trees rather than a single
tree, and the disturbed patch of coastal sage scrub habitat is too degraded—including the
occurrence of nonnative Argentine ants—to support coast horned lizard.

An updated list of special-status species known to occur within the vicinity of the study area was
generated from the CNDDB and the CNPS 2009 online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants
of California. A total of 24 special-status species, including nine plants and 15 wildlife species, as
well as four sensitive habitats, were identified within the 5-mile area in the vicinity of the project
area. Of these, two plants (round-leaved filaree and Parry's spineflower) and seven wildlife
species (arroyo chub, golden eagle, western small-footed myotis, Yuma myoltis, spotted bat,
western mashff bat, and American badger) were not assessed in the original PSBS (2001) study.
The occurrence potential for these additional species, as well as the four sensitive habitats that
were also not assessed in the original study, are discussed below.

Sensitive Habitats

A search of the CNDDB records for sensitive habitats identified four sensitive habitats within the
5-mile area, including Southern California steelhead siream, Southern coastal salt marsh,
Southern California coastal lagoon, and valley oak woodland. None of these habitats were

identified within the project area during the survey.
Special-status Species

Special-status Plants

During the field survey, habitats capable of supporting the two additional special-status plant
species were evaluated within the project area. Based on the analysis provided in Appendix B,
both of the plants identified in the CNDDB and CNPS Rare Plant Inventory searches were
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determined to be “absent” or “not likely to occur.” Therefore, no special-status plant species are
expected to occur within the project area.

Special-status Wildlife

During the field survey, habitats capable of supporting the seven additicnal special-status wildiife
species were evaluated within the project area. Based on the analysis provided in Appendix B,
these species were determined to be “absent” or “not likely to occur.” Therefore, only one
special-status wildlife species — southern California rufous-crowned sparrow — is expected to

occur within the project area.
IMPACT ANALYS|S

Sensitive Habitats

No sensitive habitats listed by CNDDB were identified within the project area. Therefore, no
impacts to sensitive habitats are expected as the result of implementation of the project. '

Special-status Species

No special-status plant or wildlife speéies were determined to occur within the project area.
Theretore, no impacts fo special-status species are expecied as the result of implementation of the

proposed project,

Nesting Avian Species

The degraded coastal sage scrub community present within the project area may provide suitable
nesting habitat for southern California rufous-crowned sparrow and other avian species protected
by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1981 and California Fish and Game Code that protect native
nesting avian species. Construction activities associated with the proposed project that result in
ground disturbance and/or the removal of vegetation could have both direct and indirect impacts

to these sensitive resources.

The breeding season for birds generally occurs from February 1 through August 31;
implementation of the project during this period could result in both direct and indirect impadis fo
nesting avian species. Direct project impacts would include the destruction of active nests, eggs,
or young located within vegetotion removed within the proposed project. Indirect impacts would
include noise and disturbance associated with the construction activities that cause birds in
adjacent habitats to abandon their nests. Any impacts (direct or indirect) that result in the
abandonment or destruction of an active nest or the destruction of eggs or young of any
profected avian species, including special-status species, would be considered o significant

impact under CEQA,

RECOMMENDATIONS

SWCA recommends that ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities associated with
construction of the project be performed cutside of the breeding season for birds, or between
September 1 and January 31. if these project activities cannot be implemented during this time
period, the project applicant should retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction nest
surveys to identify active nests within and adjacent to {up to 500 feet) the project area. If the pre-
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construction survey is conducted early in the nesting season {February 1-March 15) and nests are
discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the nests only affer it has been determined that the
nest is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor is an adult actively brooding on the
nest. Any active non-raptor nests identified within the project area or within 300 feet of the project
area should be marked with a 300-foot buffer, and the buffer area would need to be avoided by
construction activities until a qualified biclogist determines that the chicks have fledged. Active
raptor nests within the project areaor within 500 feet of the project area should be marked with
a 500-foot buffer and the buffer avoided until @ qualified biologist determines that the chicks
have fledged. If the 300-foot buffer for non-raptor nests or 500-foot buffer for raptor nests
cannot be avoided during construction of the project, the project applicant should retain a
qualified biologist o monitor the nests on a daily basis during consiruction to ensure that the
nests do not fail as the result of noise generated by the construction. The biological monitor
should have the authority fo halt construction if the construction activities cause negative effects,
such as the adults abandoning the nest or chicks falling from the nest.

SWCA concurs with the previous biological assessment (PSBS 2001), which recommended
revegetation of the project area following its development as a measure to control erosion control
and to prevent recurrence and spread of invasive plant species.

SWCA Environmental Consultants is pleased to provide environmental consulting services of the
highest quality and efficiency. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 626-240-0587 ext. 101 or
ot sstopnitzky@swca.com fo discuss this project in more detail.

Sincerely,

-

Shanee Stopnitzky
Biologist

and
ﬂ/l - TN
Michael W. Tuma
MNatural Resources Program Manager

ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A: Plant and Wildlife Lists
Appendix B: Assessment of Special-status Species and Sensitive Habitats within the Project

Area Vicinity
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APPENDIX A. PLANT AND WILDLIFE LISTS

Plant Species Observed within the Project Area

Pluchea odorata - Sweelscent Asteraceae
Hazardia squarrosa Sawtooth goldenbush Asteraceae
Heterotheca grandiflora Telegroph weed Asteraceas
Artemisia californica California sagebrush Asteraceae
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush Asteraceae
Brickellia californica California brickellbush Asteraceas
Encelia californica California Encelia Asteraceae
Gnaphalium bicolor Bicolor cudweed Asteraceae
Conyza canadensis Canadian horsewesd Asleraceae
Lotus scoparius Coastal deerweed Fabaceae
Melilotus indica Yellow sweet clover 'Fabaceae
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass Poaceae
Bromus madrifensis rubens Foxtail brome Poaceae
Pennisetum setaceum African founlain grass Poaceae

Eriogonum cinereum

Ashyleaf buckwheat

Polygonaceae

Eriagonum latifolium

Coast buckwheat

Polygonaceae

Eriogonum parvifolium

Cliff buckwheat

Polygonaceae

Eriogonum parvifolivm

Smith coast buckwheat

Polygonaceae

Cakile marifima

European searocket

Brassicaceae

Brassica nigra

Black bustard

Brassicaceae

Pseudegnaphelium bicolor

Twocolor cudweed

Noctuoidens

Pseudognaphalium californica

Ladies’ tobacco

Noctuoideae

Nicotiana glauca

Tree tobaceo

Solanaceae

Datura wrightii

Sacred datura

Solanaceas

Acacia pycnantha

Golden watile

Mimosaceae

Erodium cicutarivm

Redstem filaree

Geraniaceae

Tecomaria capensis

Cape honeysuckle

Bignonioceae

Cupressus sempervirens

ltalian cypress

Cupressaceae

Carpobrotus edulis

Hottentot-fig

Aizoaceae

Malosma laurina

Laurel-leaf sumac

Anacardicceae

Dudleya pulverulenta

Chalk dudleya

Crassulaceae

Salvia mellifera

Black sage

Lamiaceae

Mimulus auranfiacus

Curtis monkeyflower

Scrophulariaceas

Yucca whipplei

Our Lord’s candle

liliaceae

SWCA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Wildlife Species Observed in and Adjacent to the Project Area

Westarn fence lizard

Sanderling

Sceloperus occidentalis
=

T
Calidris alba

Double-crested cormorant

Phalacrocorax auritys

Marbled godwit

Limosa fedoa

Brown pelican

Peleconus occidentalis californicus

California towhea

Pipilo crissalis

Hause finch

Carpodacus mexicanus

American crow

Corvus brachyrhynchos

Zalophus californianus
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

A general biological survey of the 1.69-acre bluff area overlooking Dan Blocker
County Beach revealed a Disturbed Habitat with remnant Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation.
No sensitive plants were encountered. One sensitive animal, the Southern California
Rufous-crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site.

INTRODUCTION

At the request of David Evans and Assocxates, Inc., Pacific Southwest Biological
Services, Inc., (Pacific Southwest) conducted a general biological survey of site, The
purpose of the survey was to inventory and evaluate the biological resources on the site,
to identify areas constrained for development based on biological resources and
regulations, and to recognize measures available to minimize impacts to existing natural
assets.

LOCATION

The site consists of 1.69 acres on a bluff overlookmg Dan Blocker County Beach.
The site is located along the south side of Pacific Coast Highway (State Highway 1),
within the City of Malibu, west of Corral Canyon Road and east of Seagull Way, and can
be located on the USGS 7.5 Malibu Beach, California at UTM: 11-S: 338,900mE;
3,766,900mN (Figures 1 & 2). The site lies in unsectioned lands of Rancho Topanga
Malibu Sequit. Access to the site is directly from Pacific Coast Highway.

GENERAL PHYSIOGRAPHY
Elevation ranges from 35 fect along the top of the bluff down to sea level. A

chain link fence with gates runs the length of the site along Pacific Coast Highway. At
the time of the survey gates for vehicle access were locked; however, one unlocked gate
provided easy pedestrian access. Width of the bluff from the curb along Pacific Coast
Highway varies from approximately six feet, where a partially eroded drainage occurs
approximately 200 feet from the west end of the site, to approximately 90 feet near the
castend. A concrete culvert carries flows under Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the
north, and is visible halfway down the ocean-side bluff face. Soils mapped for the site

are Castaic silty clay loam, 30% to 40% eroded (USDA 1967). Surficial geology is -
indicated as igneous Miocene volcanics and sedimentary middle Miocene marine
(Jennings and Strand 1969). The site boasts a spectacular overlook of Santa Monica Bay
from the southern base of the Santa Monica Mountains.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project consists of development of a public access beach facility

involving removal of the existing chain link fence, demolition of existing pavement,
construction of a parking lot, and development of park amenities. Proposed amenities
include a bluff-top picnic area with picnic tables, portable drinking fountains, and a

Pacific Southwest Biclogical Services, Inc.
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memorial monument and plaque. The project includes the construction of a ramp to
atlow beach access, and paved walkways, with bench seating, connecting the parking
area with park site amenities and beach access. Access from Pacific Coast Highway
would be provided through two gated driveways. Park directory and highway entrance
signage would be provided. K-rail barriers would be installed adjacent to Pacific Coast
Highway for safety, as would a railing system at the edge of the bluff. Erosion control
planting of new and existing slopes with appropriate vegetation, and installation of a
temporary irrigation system, are also planned.

METHODS, SURVEY LIMITATIONS, AND DEFINITIONS

Prior to field work, Pacific Southwest conducted a search of the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) for the
USGS 7.5' Malibu Beach and Point Dume, California Quadrangles. This search revealed
several federally- or state-listed species that may occur in the vicinity of the property.
Also reviewed were reports of previous surveys conducted by Pacific Southwest in the
vicinity. Prior surveys in the area included acreage about Escondido Canyon, just north
of the site, as well as a beach bluff stabilization assessment of a private residence to the

west (Pacific Southwest 1989,1997).

Pacific Southwest biologist Cornelius W. Bouscaren performed a general
zoological and botanical assessment of the site 3 January 2001 during the hours 0650~
0915. The temperature range was 57-65°F, skies were clear, and winds were westerly 5-
10 mph. Methods consisted of walking slowly throughout the entire site while watching
and listening for wildlife, and recording fauna and flora upon observation. The strand
below the bluff was surveyed for wildlife only, from the top of the bluff. “Pishing,” a
technique commonly used to attract the interest of passerines and draw them into view,
was occasionally employed. Binoculars (8.5x44 power) were used to assist in the
detection and identification of wildlife. Visual and/or auditory detection, tracks, scats,
bones, dens, and burrows confirmed species presence.

SURVEY LIMITATIONS AND DEFINITIONS
Complete biological inventories of large sites may require a large number of field

hours during different seasons as well as nocturnal sampling for some animal groups,
such as small mammals or migratory or nomadiec birds. Depending on the season during
which the field survey is conducted, amphibians, snakes, many mammals, owls and other
nocturnal birds, and annual plants are groups that can be difficult to inventory, The
effects of drought may cause temporary shifts in the local distribution of species, which
may recolonize the site in question when more normal rainfall patterns resume.
Convetrsely, precipitation above the usual, such as those frequently referred to as El Nifio
events, may also bring about a temporary change in the normal distribution mosaic.
However, through literature review, study of museum records, and knowledge of the
habitat requirements and distribution patterns of individual species, the probability of a
given species being present on a site can often be fairly accurately predicted by an

experienced field biologist.
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Due to the seasonal timing of the surveys, not all plant species would be observed
on the site. However, sensitive plants with a strong potential to occur on the site are
usually identitiable during most of the year by an experienced botanist. The surveys
performed for this assessment are considered complete and accurate for the species of
concern, unless otherwise noted.

The scientific nomenclature used in this report is from the following standard
references: vascular plants (Beauchamp 1986, Hickman 1993, Munz 1974); vegetation
communities (Holland 1986, Skinner and Paviik 1994); wildlife habitats (Mayer et al.
1988); amphibians and reptiles (Jennings 1983 and Stebbins 1985); birds (American
Omithologists' Union 1998); and mammals (Jameson and Peeters 1988, Jones et al.
1992).

Vegetation Communities

Vegetation communities are assemblages of plant species that usually coexist in
the same area. The classification of vegetation communities is based upon the life form
of the dominant species within that community and the associated flora.

Wildlife Habitats

Wildlife habitats differ from vegetation communities in that a2 wildlife habitat may
contain several vegetation communities that are similar in structure but different in the
plant species composition, location and soil substrate. This distinction becomes an
important factor when assessing the sensitivity of a particular wildlife habitat. In
addition, the interaction of various wildlife species occurs between many different
wildlife habitats. This becomes more evident where these habitats overlap in areas
known as ecotones. These ecotones support a combination of the species from two or
more adjoining habitats, which generally increases the number and diversity of species
within these areas.

RESULTS
BoTANICAL RESOURCES
Vegetation

The site is characterized by an infestation of several non-native weed plants
mixed with remnant Venturan Coasta} Sage Scrub vegetation, which consists of Beach
Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum), California Sagebrush (drtemisia californica),
Goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii), California Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf
Sumac (Malosma laurina), and Coyote Brush (Baccharis pilularis). The more
conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include Hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis),
Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia incana),
Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum),
the latter being a dominant species on the slopes all about the site and adjacent ocean-side
slopes. Substantial areas are covered with pavement and devoid of vegetation of any
kind. In others pavement rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy species. Modest

amounts of trash occur.
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Flora
The 30 plant taxa observed at the site, including 13 non-native species (43%), are

typical of disturbed and remnant Scrub habitats of the region (Appendix 1). None of the
observed taxa are sensitive in any state, federal or conservation organization listing.

Z0OLOGICAL RESOURCES
Sixteen species of fauna were observed during the survey (Appendix 2). These

include one reptile and fifteen birds.

Reptiles
The Western Fence Lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), one of the most common

western lizards, was observed.

Birds
Common and widespread resident species observed atop the bluff include the

House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), California Towhee (Pz_pzlo crissalis), American
Crow (Corvus brachyrynchos), Rock Dove (Columba livia), Black Phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), and Anna’s Hummingbird (Calypte anna). Also observed was an abundant
migrant and frequent winter visitor, the White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia
leucophrys). Observed on the beach and flying just offshore were the Heerman’s Gull
(Larus heermani), Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis), and California Gull (Larus
californicus). Shorebirds observed on the beach were the Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis
squatarola), Marbled Godwit (Limosa fedod) and Sanderling (Calidris alba). Observed
on the water just offshore was the California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus), a common to very conunon non-breeding visitor. Nesting colonies of this
species are listed as Endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). However, nesting occurs only on off-
shore islands, generally uninhabited, without mammalian predators.

SENSITIVE BIOTIC RESOURCES
Appendix 3 lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu

Beach and Point Dume, California quadrangles in the CNDDB. Only one of these, the
Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site. Due to the high
degree of disturbance of the site, none of these other organisms are expected to occur on

the project site.

Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow (dimophila ruficeps canescens)

LISTING:  USFWS - Species of Concern
CDFG - Species of Special Concern
DISTRIBUTION:  Coastal southern California from Santa Barbara County south into Baja California,
Mexico.
HABITAT:  Sparse, low scrub, often mixed with grasses on rocky slopes. California Sagebrush
‘ (Artemisia californica) is often present in scrub inhabited by this sparrow.
S1aTUS:  Uncommon to fairly commeon but localized resident. Listing is based on concern
that this species is among the most sensitive to habitat fragmentation and edge

effects.
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One individual of this species was observed in the disturbed Scrub near the eastern
boundary of the site. Because of the highly disturbed nature of the site the species is not
expected to breed here. . '

POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION

Provision of access to the beach area will generate additional disturbance in an
otherwise dynamic littoral strand habitat. The increase of human presence on the beach
strand is anticipated to have minimal impact due to the dynamic nature of the habitat.
Impacts to the project site, per se, are not significant due to the currently highly disturbed
nature of the site. Removal of any vegetation, without proactive revegetation, will allow
for invasion or reinvasion by the noxious African Fountain Grass. For this reason
revegetation of the site immediately upon completion of development is mandatory, both
for erosion control and to prevent recurrence of undesirable weedy species. Also
recommended, as an addition to the railing system at the bluff-top edge, is low wire
fencing, such as hardware cloth, with the capability of preventing trash from the park area
from reaching the beach and ocecan.

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity
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APPENDIX 1.  FLORAL CHECKLIST OF SPECIES OBSERVED

GYMNOSPERMS

Cupressaceae - Cypress Family
*  Cupressus sempervirens L. Italian Cypress

DICOTYLEDONS

Aizoaceae - Carpet-weed Family
*  Carpobrotus edulis (Molina} N.E. Brit, Hottentot-fig
* Drosanthemum hispidum (L.) Schwant, Rosealceplant
¥ Mesembryanthemum crystallinum L. Crystailine Iceplant

Anacardiaceae - Sumac Family
Malosma laurina (Torr. & Gray) Abrams Laurci leaf Sumac

‘Apiaceae - Carrot Family
*  Foeniculum vulgare Mill. Sweet Fennel

Asteraceae - Sunflower Family
Artemisia californica Less. California Sagebrush
Baccharis pilularis DC. Coyote Brush
Brickellia californica (Torrey & Gray) Gray California Brickellbush
Encelia californica Nutt. California Encelia
Gnaphalium bicolor Bioletti Bicolor Cudweed
Heterotheca grandifiora Nutt. Telegraph Weed
Isocoma menziesii (Hook. & Am.} Nesom Goldenbush
Malacothrix saxatilis (Nutt.) Torrey & A.Gray ssp. tenuifolia Nutt. & Gray CHff Malacothrix
*  Sonchus oleraceus 1. Common Sow Thistle

Brassicaceae - Mustard Family
¥ Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-Fossat Short-pod Mustard

Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family
Atriplex lentiformis (Torr.) Wats. ssp. breweri (Wats.) Hall & Clem, Brewer's Saltbush

*  Atriplex semibaccata R. Br. Australian Saitbush

Euphorbfaceae - Spurge Family
Chamaesyce polycarpa (Benth.) Millsp. Small-seed Sandmat
¥ Ricinus communis L. Castor-bean

Fabaceae - Legume Family
© Lotus scoparius (Nutt.) Ottley var. scoparius Coastal Deerweed
¥ Medicage polymorpha L. California Burclover

Lamiaceae - Mint Family
Salvia melfifera Greene Black Sage

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogoniim parvifolium Smith Coast Buckwheat

Scraphulariaceze -~ Figwort Family
Mimulus aurantiacus Curtis Monkeyflower
Penstemon centranthifolius Benth. Scarlet Bugler

Salanaceae - Nightshade Family
* Nicotiana glatca Grah. Tree Tobacco

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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MONOCOTYLEDONS

Liliaceae - Lily Family
Yucca whipplei Torr. Our Lord's Candle

Poaceae - Grass Family
*  Cynodon dactylon (L.} Pers. Bermuda Grass
*  Pennisetum setaceum Forsk. African Fountain Grass

* - Denotes non-native plant taxa

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Appendix 2. Animals Observed or Detected

COMMON NAME

SCIENTIFIC NAME

- YERTEBRATES

REFTILES

Iguanidae {Iguanids)
Western Fence Lizard

Biros

Pelecanidae (Pelicans)
Brown Pelican

Phalacrocoracidae (Cormorants)
Double-crested Cormorant

Charadriidae (Lapwings, Plovers)
Black-bellied Plover

Scolopacidae {Sandpipers, Phalaropes)
Marbled Godwit
Sanderling

Laridae (Skuas, Gulls, Terns, Skimmers)
Heermann's Guil
Ring-billed Gull
Western Gul

Columbidae (Pigeons, Doves)
Rock Dove

Trochilidae (Hummingbirds)
Anna’s Hummingbird

Tyrannidae (Tyrant Fiycatchers)
Black Phoebe

Corvidae (fays, Magpies, and Crows)
American Crow

Emberizidae (Emberizids)
Catifornia Towhee
White-crowned Sparrow

Fringillidae (Finches)
House,Finch

Sceloporus occidentalis

Pelecanus oecidentalis californicus
Phalacrocorax auritus
Pluvialis squatarola

Limosa fedoa
Calidris alba

Larus heermanni
Larus delawarensis
Larus occidentalis

Colw.nba livig

Calypte anna

Sayornis nigricans
Corvus brachyrhynchos

Pipilo crissalis
Zonotrichia leucophrys

Carpodacus mexicanus

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Appendix 3. Sensitive Plants and Animals of the USGS 7.5’ Malibu Beach and
Point Dume, California quadrangles.

SPECIES NAME STATUS HABITAT REQUIREMENTS POTENTIAL FOR
' Federal/State/CNPS OCCURRENCE
Blochman's Dudleya SOC/None/18(2-3-2) Coastal scrub, coastal bluff  |.. No habitat
(Dudleya blochmaniae ssp scrub, vatley and foothill
blochmaniag) grassland, open rocky slopes
Braunton's Milk-vetch FE/None/1B(3-3-3) Stiff gravelly clay sofls L. No habitat
{Astragalus brauntonif) overlying granite or limestone
Coulter's Saitbush None/None/1B(2-2-2) Ocean bluffs, ridgetops, L. Single observation from

{Atriplex coulfer)

alkaline low places

the quads Is at elevation 203'.

Lyon's Pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta lyonii)

FEICENB(3-3-3)

Edges of clearings in
Chaparral

L. No habitat

Malibu Baccharls
(Baccharis malibuensis)

None/None/1B(3-3-3)

Coastal scrub, chaparral,
cismontane woodland

L. Too much disturbance

Marescent Dudleya (Dudleya FT/Rare/1B(3-2-3) Chapairal, on sheerrock L. No habitat
cymosa ssp marcescens) surfaces and rocky volcanic
. cliffs
Piummer's Mariposa Lily SOC/NoneMB(2-2-3) Rocky and sandy sites, usually|L. No habitat

{Calochortus plummerae)

of granitic or alluvial material

Santa Monica Mountains

Dudieya voicanic cliff faces and rocky  {level or south-facing aspact.
(Dudieya cymosa ssp outcrops, primarily on north-  {Only one report (1980) from
ovalifolia) facing slopes the two quads

FT/None/1B(3-2-3)

Chaparral, coastal scrub on

L. Minimal habitat, site has

Santa Susana Tarplant
(Deinandra minthormii)

SOC/Raref1B{2-2-3)

Chaparral, Coastal scrub on
sandstone outcrops and
crevices

L. No sandstcne

Sonoran Maiden Femn
{Thyipteris puberuia var
sonnansis)

None/None/2{2-2-1)

Meadows, streams, seepage
areas

L. No habitat

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Appendix 3. Sensitive Plants and Animals of the USGS 7.5’ Malibu Beach and
Point Dume, California quadrangles.

Braunton's Milk-vetch
(Astragalus brauntonfi)

FEMonel1B(3-3-3)

SPECIES NAME STATUS HABITAT REQUIREMENTS POTENTIAL FOR
Federal/State/CNPS OCCURRENCE
Blochman's Dudleya SOC/None/1B(2-3-2) Coastal scrub, coastal bluff £. No habitat
(Dudleya blochmaniae ssp scrub, valley and foothill
blochmanias) grassland, open rocky slopes
Siff gravelly clay soils k.. No habitat

overlying granite or limestone

Coulter's Salibush
(Atriplex coulferi)

tNone/None/1B({2-2-2)

QOcean bluffs, ridgetops,
alkaline low places

L. Single observation from
the quads Is at elevation 203'

Lyon's Pentachaeta
{Pentachaeta lyonii)

FE/CE/B(3-3-3)

Edges of clearings in
Chaparral

L. No habitat

Malibu Baccharis

None/None/1B(3-3-3)

Coastal scrub, chaparral,
cismontane woodland

L. Too much disturbance

Plummer's Mariposa Lily
(Calochorius plummerae)

SOC/Nonef1B(2-2-3)

(Baccharis malibuensis)
Marescent Dudleya (Dudleya FT/Rare/1B(3-2-3) Chaparral, on sheer rock L. No habitat
cymosa ssp marcescens) surfaces and rocky volcanic
cliffs
Rocky and sandy sites, usualiy|L. No habitat

of granitic or alfuvial material

Santa Monica Mountains
Dudieya
(Dudleya cymosa ssp
ovalifolia)

FT/None/1B(3-2-3)

Chaparral, coastal scrub on

volcanic cliff faces and rocky
outcrops, primarily on nosth-
facing slopes

L. Minimal habitat, site has
leve! or south-facing aspect.
Only one report (1980) from
the two quads

Santa Susana Tarplant
{Deinandra minthomij)

S0C/Rare/18(2-2-3)

Chaparral, Coastal scrub on
sandstone outcrops and
crevices

L. No sandstone

Sonoran Maiden Fern
{Thylpteris puberula var
sonorensis)

Mone/None/f2(2-2-1)

Meadows, slreams, seepage
areas

L. No habitat

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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areas to build stick nest.

STATUS POTENTIAL FOR
SPECIES NAME Federal/State/CDFG HABITAT REQUIREMENTS OCCURRENCE
Monarch Butterfly None/None/None Winter raost sites extend along [M. May roost in single
(Danaus plexippus) coast from N. Mendocino to Bajalitalian Cypress on-site
Calif.; roosts located in wind-
iprotected tree groves
(Eucalyptus, Monterey Pine,
Cypress), with nectar and water
sources nearby
Tidewaler Goby FE/None/SG Brackish water along coast from |L. No habitat
(Eucyclogobius newberryi) Agua Hedionda Lagoon to mouth
of Smith River, esp. in shallow
lagoons and lower stream
reaches '
Southwestern Pond Turile SOC/None/SC Permanent or nearly pesmanent [L. No habitat
{Clemmys marmorala - water in many habitat lypes;
paliida) helow 6000 ft, esp w/basking
sites I
San Diego Horned Lizard SQC/None/SC Coastal Sage Scrub, Chaparral [M. Adeguate habitat
(Phrynosoma coronatum in arid and semi-arid climate, .
blainvilleiy esp. friable, rocky, or shallow
sandy soils
California Horned Lizard SOC/NonefSC Frequents wide variety of L. Minimal habltat
(Phrynosoma coronalum habitats, most commot in
frontale) lowlands along sandy washes
with scattered low bushes
Coastal Western Whiptail SOC/None/MNone Deserts & semiarid areas w. L. No habitat
{Cnemidophorus tigris sparse vegetation & open areas,
multiscutatus) also in woodland & riparian
areas, esp. where ground may
be firm soil, sandy, or rocky
San Bernardino Ringneck None/None/None Mast comnmon in open relatively |L. No habitat
Snake (Diadophis rocky areas. Often in somewhat
punctatus modestus) moist microhabitals near
) intermittent streams
San Diego Mountain SOCNone/SC Variety of habitats, incl. Valley- |L. No habitat
Kingsnake (Lampropellis foothill hardwood, coniferous,
zonata pulchra) chaparral, riparian and wel
meadows.
Bank Swallow None/CT/None Colonial nester, primarily in L. Minimal habitat. Most
(Ripaiia riparia) . riparian or lowland habitats, esp. recent report in the two
verlical banks, cliffs w/fine or  |quads: egg collectionin
sandy textured soils, near 1864
wetlands
San Diego Desert Woodrat S0C/None/SC Mixed and chamise-redshank L. Minimal habitat. No
(Neotoma lepida chaparral, sagebrush and rocky areas. Nest(s)
intermedia) other habitats. Prefers rocky [would have been

observed if present

Pacific Southwest Biclogical Services, Inc.
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Southern Steelhead--So.
Calif ESU (Oncorhynchus
mykiss irideus)

FE/NonefSC

Freshwater Stream l.. No habitat

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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South Central Coastal Information Center
California Historical Resources Information System
California State University, Fullerton
Department of Anthropology
800 North State College Boulevard
Fullerton, CA 92834-6846
(714) 278-5395 / FAX (714) 278-5542
anthro.fullerton.edu / sceic.html

Los Angeles
Orange

Ventura
December 6, 2000

Natasha Ali-Khan

David Evans and Associates, Inc.
8989 Rio San Diego Dr., Suite 335
San Diego, CA 92108

RE: Records Search for Dan BlockerBeach

Dear Ms, Ali-Khan,

As per your request received on December 6, we have conducted a records search for
the above referenced project. This search included a review of all recorded historic and
prehistoric archaeological sites within a half-mile radius of the project area, as well as a
Teview of all known cultural resource reports. In addition, we have checked our file of
historic maps, the California State Historic Resources Inventory, the National Register of
Historic Places, the listing of California Historical Landmarks, and the California Points
of Historical Interest. The following is a discussion of our findings for the project area.

Due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources, archaeological site locations are not
released.

MALIBU BEACH QUADRANGLE

PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

Four, prehistoric sites (19-00210, 19-001569, 19-001570, 19-001571) have been
identified ‘within a half-mile radius of the project area.

HISTORIC RESOURCES:

No historic archaeological sites have been identified within a half-mile
radius of the project area.

Inspection of our historic maps — Calabasas (1903) 15' series — indicated that there
were some unimproved roads, and very few structures in place. Dry, Coral, Puerco, and
Marie Canyons were in place.



The California State Historic Resources Inventory lists no properties that have been
evaluated for historical significance within a half-mile radius of the project area.

The National Register of Historic Places lists no properties within a half-mile radius
of the project area.

The California Historical Landmarks (1990) of the Office of Historic Preservation,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no landmarks within a half-mile

radius of the project area.

The California Points of Historical Interest (1992), of the Office of Historic
Preservation California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no properties within a
half-mile radius of the project area.

The listings of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments
indicated that there are no landmarks within a half-mile radius of the project

area.

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

i

Ten studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project area. Of
these, three is located within the project area, There are nineteen additional investigations
located on the Malibu Beach 7.5' USGS quadrangle and are potentially within a half-mile
rzgius of the project area. These reports are not mapped due to insufficient locational
information.

POINT DUME QUADRANGLE
PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

_No prehistoric sites have been identified within a half-mile radius of the project area.

HISTORIC RESOURCES:

No historic archaeological sites have been identified within a half-mile
radius of the project area.

Inspection of our historic maps — Calabasas (1903) 15' series — indicated that there
were some unimproved roads, and very few structures in place. Dry, Coral, Puerco, and
Marie Canyons were in place.

The California State Historic Resources Inventory lists no properties that have been
evaluated+for historical significance within a half-mile radius of the project area.

The National Register of Historic Places lists no properties within a half-mile radius
of the project area.

The California Historical Landmarks {(1990) of the Office of Historic Preservation,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no landmarks within a half-mile
radius of the project area.



The California Points of Historical Interest (1992), of the Office of Historic
Preservation California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no properties within a
haif-mile radius of the project area.

~_The listings of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments
indicated that there are no landmarks within a half-mile radius of the project
area.

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

Four studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project area. Of
these, three is located within the project area. There are 23 additional investigations
located on the Point Dume 7.5' USGS quadrangle and are potentially within a half-mile
gzgius of the project area. These reports are not mapped due to insufficient locational
information.

RECOMMENDATIONS

) |
Our records indicate the proposed project area has not been subject to a Phase I
archaeological survey and is located along what is considered the culturally sensitive
coastal zone. Several archacological sites are located within a one-half mile radius,
therefore we recommend a Phase [ archaeological survey be conducted by a professional
archaeologist.

If you have any questions regarding our results or the recommendations presented
herein, please feel free to contact our office at (714) 273-5395.

Invoices are mailed approximately two weeks after records searches are completed.
This enables your firm to request further information under the same invoice number.
Please reference the invoice number listed below when making inquiries. Requests
made after invoicing will involve the preparation of a separate invoice with a $15.00
handling fee.

Sincerely,
v

Esther Won
Staff Archaeologist

Enclosures:
() Primary Number Explanation
() ¢ Site list -

(X) SIS List - 8 pages

() HRI -

() Nationai Register Status Code - 4pages
() Invoice #9034



South Central Coastal Information Center
California Historical Resources Information System
California State University, Fullerton
Department of Anthropology
800 North State College Boulevard
Fullerton, CA 92834-6846
(714) 278-5395 / FAX (714) 278-5542
anthro. fullerton.edu/sccic. htmi

Los dngeles
Orange
Ventura

REFERRAL LIST FOR HISTORICAL RESOURCES
CONSULTANTS

This is a partial, alphabetically ordered, list of individuals, firms and institutions which
meet minimum qualifications to perform ldentiﬁcatton evaluation, registration, and treatment
activities within the profession under which they are listed, in comphance with federal and state
environmental laws. It is composed of all individuals who have requested listing by this
Information Center and who have satisfactorily documented that they meet the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards (SIS) for that profession. Inclusion on this list is determined solely on this
evaluation and not on a review of current work,

The first page of this listing is comprised of individuals who were certified by the Society
of Professional Archaeologists and who were listed on this Information Center’s Referral List as
of August 11, 1995. These individuals may or may not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards.

The Information Center provides a copy of this list without charge when field lnspectwn

is recommended or upon request.
This list has been prepared in accordance with guidelines stipulated by the State.
Inclusion on this [ist does not constitute endorsement or recommendation by the State or this

Information Center.
Questions regarding this Referral Llst may be directed to John Thomas, Staff

Archaeologist, or Jan Wooley, Staff Historian, Coordinators of the California Historical
Resources Information System, Office of Historic Preservation, at (916) 653-6624.

SOPA

Greenwood and Associates Greenwood, Roberta S., 725 Jacon Way, Pacific Palisades,

CA 90272
(310) 454-3091

Archaeological Associates Van Horn, David, White, Laura S., P.O; Box 180, Sun City,
?9%9%2254846_;17 83/FAX (909) 244-0084

Begole, Robert S. 722 North Pine Street, Anaheim, CA 92805

Chambers Group Inc. Mason, Roger, P.O. Box 57002, Irvine, CA 92619-7002

(714) 261-5414

Duffield, Ann Q. 143 Monterrey Drive, Claremont, CA 91711

Gray and Pape Inc. P.O. Box 4550-19, 27800 Hale Court, Tehachapi, CA 93561
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(805)967-1723

Peak & Associates, Inc. Peak, Melinda A., 3941 Park Drive, Suite 20-329, El Dorado
Hills, CA 95762

(916) 939-2405/FAX (916) 939-2406 peakinc@jps.net

Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. Whitney-Desautels, Nancy A; P.O. Box 2349,
Temecula, CA 92593-2349
(909) 767-2555/FAX (909) 767-0305

ARCHAEQLOGY

Anthropological Studies Center Praetzellis, Adrian; Praetzellis, Mary; Sunshine, Psota;

Stewart, Suzanne; Gibson, Erica; Ziesing, Grace; Meyer, Jack; Meyer, Mike; Sonoma

;Stategjniversity, Building 29, 1801 East Cotati Ave, Building 29, Rohnert Park, CA
4928-3609

(707)664-2381/FAX (707)664-4155 www.sonoma.edu/projects/asc/ asc@sonoma.edu

Applied EarthWorks, Inc. Goldberg, Susan K., Pritchard Parker, Mari A.Romano,
Horne, Melinda C., Williams, Scott Alan, 3292 E. Florida Avenue, Suite A, Hemet, CA
02544-4941

(909) 766-2000

Archaeological Advisory Group Brock, James, P.O. Box 491, Pioneertown, CA 92268-
0491

(760) 228-1142/FAX (760) 369-4002

Archaeological Consulting Services Alexandrowicz, John Stephen, P.O. Box 39, 13826
Pollard Drive, Lytle Creek, CA 92358 .
(909) 887-0795

Archaeological Resource Management Corporation Allen, Kathleen C., Demcak,
Carol R,, 1114 N. Gilbert St., Anahiem, CA 52801 :
(714) 461-9702 '

Archaeological Services Counsultants, Inc Stevenson, Christopher M., 4620 Indianola
Avenue

Columbus, OH 43214

(614) 268-2514/FAX (614) 268-7881

ASM Affiliates Byrd, Brian F., Eighmey, James, Giacomini, Barb, McDonald, Meg,
Reddy, Sectha N. Schaefer, Jerry, Victorino, Kenneth D., 543 Encinitas Blvd., Ste 114.
Encinitas, CA 92024

(760) 632-1094/FAX (760) 632-0913

BC Enterprises Cottrell, Marie G., 11278 Los Alamitos Blvd, # 179, Los Alamitos, CA
90720

Boxt, Mathew A. 3636 Wesley St., Culver City, CA 90232
(310) 838-0349/ mboxt@aol.com

Brian F. Smith and Assoe. Pierson, Larry J., Smith, Brian F., 14678 Ibex Court, San
Diego, CA 92129
(858) 484-0915/fax (858) 486-4523

C.A. Singer & Associates, Inc. Singer, Clay A., 1071 Main Street #99, Cambria, CA

93428
(805) 927-0455/FAX (805) 927-0414
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Center for Archaelogical Research, CSU Parr, Robert E., 9001 Stockdale Highway,
Bakersfield, CA 93311-1099
(661) 664- 2476/FAX (661) 664-2143

Chace & Associates Chace, Paul G., 1823 Kenora Drive, Escondido, CA 92027
(760) 743-8609

Compass Rose Romani, John F., 6206 Peach Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91411
(818)989-0656

CRM Tech Love, Bruce 2411 Sunset Drive, Riverside, CA 92506
(909) 784-3051/FAX (909) 784-2987

De Barros, Philip 13730 Via Cima Bella, San Diego, CA 92129

Department of Sociology and Anthropology, CSU Sutton, Mark Q., 9001 Stockdale
Highway, Bakersfield, CA 93311-1099
(805) 664-3153

Dillon, Brian D). 16007 Lemarsh Street, North Hills, CA 91343
(818) 893-3468

Discovery Works, Inc Padon, Beth; P.O. Box 51476, Irvine, CA 92619
(949) 733-1915 bpadon@discoveryworks.com

ECORP Consultanting, Inc. Childress, Mitchell R., 2100 Embarcadero St., Suite 105,
Oakland, CA 94606
(510) 434-0151 Fax (510) 434-0155 mchildress@ecorpconsulting.com

Express Archaeological Solutions Wrobleski, David E., 13806 Vanowen St., Van
Nuys, CA 91405 or 937 Stanford, Simi Valley, CA 90635
arklogst@www.earthlink.net (805) 522-0766

Krautenkramr, Richard, 200 Monterey Rd. Ste. C, South Pasadena, CA 31303
(323) 257-3848 Archaeodiver@earthlink.net

Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc. Gilreath, Amy; Hildebrandt, Bill;
Waechter, Sharon; Wohlgemuth, Eric; P.O. Box 413, Davis California 95617
(530) 756-3941 phone, (530) 756-0811

H.E.A.R.T. Wlodarski, Robert J., 8701 Lava Place, West Hills, CA 91304
(818) 340-6676

Hudlow Cultural Resource Associates Hudlow, Scott M.; Silsbee, Laura Barrett; 6312
Castlepoint Street, Bakersfield, CA 93313

Institute For Archaeological Research Napton, L. Kyle, California State Unversity,
Stanislaus, 801 W. Monte Vista Avenue, Turlock, CA 95382
(209) 667- 3060/FAX (209) 667-3324

Interdisciplinary Research Inc. Magalousis, Nicholas M., P.O. Box 102, Laguna
Beach, CA 92652
(949) 494-9808

Intermountain Research Ataman, Kathryn Ann; Dugas, Daniel P.; Elston, Robert G.;
Zeanah, David W.; P.O. Drawer A, Silver City, Nevada 89428
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KEA Environmental Apple, Rebecca; Dolan, Christy; York, Andrew
1420 Kettmer Blvd., Suite 620, San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 233-1454 / FAX (619) 233-0952 / keaenvironmental.com

King, Chester P.O. Box 826, Topanga, CA 90290
Phone/FAX (310) 455-2981

Lewis, Brandon 1232 18" St., #C, Santa Monica, CA 90404
(310)453-0678

LSA Associates, Inc. Bergin, Kathleen Aon M. (RPA); Strudwick, Ivan H.; 1 Park
Plaza, Suite 500 frvine, CA 92714 :
(949)553-0666

McKenna, Jeanette A. 6008 Friends Avenue, Whittier, CA 90601
(310) 696-3852

NCR Consulting Raymond Benson, P.0. Box 1164, Meadow Vista, CA 95722
(530) 887-6863/FAX (530) 887-8235/ rbenson@JPS.net

Pacific Archaeological Sciences Team Getchell, Barbie S., 18034 Ventura Blvd. #202,
Encino, CA 91316-3516

(818) 349-3353 or toll free 1-888-866-PAST/FAX (818) 775-1190/ past@earthlink.net
http.//home earthlink.net/~past/

Past Forward Allen (Ph.D., R.0.P.A.), Rebecca; Baxter, R. Scott; Beck, Roman, 5248
Carriage Drive, Richmond, CA 94803 .
(510) 758-9715/FAX (510)758-9715 pastforward@home.com

Pacific West Archaeology Glenn, Brain K., P.O. Box 578, Julian, CA 92036-0578
760-765-1289 phone, 760-7652989 fax, BGlenn@pacificwestarch.com
www.PacificWestArch.com

Phase One Archaelogy Rice, Carolyn, P.O. Box 1791, El Cerito, CA 94530
(510) 527-4667

RECON Bull, Charles S.; Cheever, Dalé M.; 1927 5™ Avenue #200, San Diego, CA
92101-2357

RMW Paleo Brown, Joan C., 23392 Madero Suite L, Mission Viejo, CA 92691
(949) 770-4017

Samuelson, Ann E. 1705 Lexington Ave, El Cerrito, CA 94530
(510) 236-6196

Statistical Research, Inc. Grenda, DonnR., 535 W. State Street, Suite J, Redlands, CA
92373
(909) 335-1896

Stickel, Gary 845 S. Windsor Blvd., #1, Los Angeles, CA 90005
Phone/FAX (323)937-6997

Swope, Karen K. Ph.D. P.O. Box 10451, San Bemardino, CA 92423-0451
Varner Associates Varner, Dudley M., P.O. Box 28214, Fresno, CA 93729
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W & S Consultants Whitley, David 8., 2242 Stinson St., Simi Valley, CA 93064
Phone/Fax 805-524-3620 huitli@impulse.net

W.H. Bonner Associates Bonner, Wayne H., 15619 Ogram Ave., Gardena, CA 90249
(310) 675-2745

William D. Self Associates Self, William D., P.O. Box 2192, Orinda, CA 94563
(925) 253-9070

Windmiller, Ric 9145 Elk Grove Bivd., Elk Grove, CA 95624
(916) 685-9205/FAX (916) 685-2342

ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY

Anthropological Studies Center Practzellis, Adrian; Sonoma State University, Building
29, 1801 East Cotatt Ave, Rohnert Park, CA 94928-3609
(707)664-2381/FAX (707)664-4155 www.sonoma.edw/projects/ase/ asc@sonoma.edu

grchaeological Advisory Group di Iorio, Christine L., P.O. Box 491, Pioneertown, CA
22680491 :
(760) 228-1142/ FAX (760) 369-4002 ! '

Archaeological Consulting Services Alexandrowicz, John Stephen, P.O. Box 39, 13826
Pollard Drive, Lytle Creek, CA 92358
(909) 887-0795

Architectural Resources Group Maley, M. Bridget, Pxer 9, The Embarcadero, San
Franciso, CA 94111
(415) 421-1680/FAX (415) 421-0127

Brian F. Smith and Assoe. Pierson, Larry J.; Smith, Brian F.; 14678 Ibex Court, San

Diego, CA 92129
(858) 484-0915/FAX (858) 484-0988

Design Aid Architects Samudio, Jeffery B., Whitely Court, 1722 N. Whitley Avenue,
Hollywood, CA 90028
(213) 962-4585

Eckford, Wendel 556 South Fairoaks #101-332, Pasadena, CA 91105
(626) 398-8211 wendelswerk@yahoo.com

Foothill Resourees, Ltd. Marvin, Judith, P.O. Box 2040, Murphys, CA 95247
(209) 728-1408

Greenwood and Associates Greenwood, Roberta; Slawson, Dana N.; 725 Jacon Way,
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
(310) 454-3091

Interdisciplinary Research Inc. Magalousis, Nicholas M., P.O. Box 102, Laguna
Beach, CA 92652
{949) 494-9808

Joseph J. Milkovich & Associates Barbara A. Milkovich, 6032 Dundee Drive,
Huntington Beach, CA 92647 .
Phone/FAX (714) 8979766  www.allnightcomputing.com/jjm_a/
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Leslie Heumann & Associates ch:hann, Leslie, 600 N. Sierra Bonita Ave, Los
Angeles, CA 90036

McKenna, Jeanette A. 6008 Friends Avenue, Whittier, CA 90601
(310) 696-3852

léflgrgzb %i_}i‘rank & Associates Starzak, Richard; 811 W. 7th St. Suite 800, Los Angeles,

(213)627-5376 myrafrank@compuserve.com

Paul G. Chace & Associates Chace, Paul G., 1823 Kenora Drive, Escondido, CA 92027

Tang, Bai Tom 25898 Lomas Verdes Street, Redlands, CA 92373
(909) 799-9473 .

HISTORY

Anthropological Studies Center Praetzellis, Mary; Spires, Will; Solari, Elaine-Maryse;
Sonoma State University, Building 29, 1801 East Cotati Ave, Rollmcrt Park, CA 94928-
3609 '

(707)664-2381/FAX (707)664-4155 www.sonoma.edu/projects/asc/ asc@sonoma.edu

Arch:ieological Advisory Group di Iorio, Christine L., P.O. Box 491, Pioneertown, CA
92268-0491

(760) 228-1142/FAX (760) 369-4002

Archaeological Consulting Services Alexandrowicz, John Stephen, P.O. Box 39, 13826
Pollard Drive :
Lytle Creek, CA 92358

(909) 887-0795

Architectural Resources Group Maley, M. Bridget; Wessel, David P, Pier 9, The
Embarcadero, San Franciso, CA 94111
(415) 421-1680/FAX (415) 421-0127

Brian F. Smith and Assoc. Pierson, Larry J.; Smith, Brian F.; 14678 Ibex Court, San
Diego, CA 92129
(858) 484-0915/FAX (858) 486-4523

Expresss Archaeological Solutions Wrobleski, David E., 13806 Vanowen St., Van
Nuys, CA 91405
arklogst@www.earthlink.net

Foothill Resources, Ltd. Marvin, Judith, P.O. Box 2040, Murphys, CA 95247
(209) 728;1408

Myra L. Frank & Associates Starzak, Richard; 811 W. 7th St. Suite 800, Los Angeles,
CA 90017
(213) 627-5376 myrafrank@compuserve.com.

Greenwood and Associates Greenwood, Roberta S.; Slawson, Dana N.; 725 Jacon Way,
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
(310) 454-3091

H.E.A.R.T. Wlodarski, Robert J., 5516 Las Virgenes Road, Calabasas, CA 91302-1080
(818) 880-6338
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Interdisciplinary Research Inc. Magalousis, Nicholas M., P.O. Box 102, Laguna
Beach, CA 92652
(949 494-9808

Joseph J, Milkovich & Associates Milkovich, Barbara A., 6032 Dundee Drive,
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
(714) 897-9766

KEA Environmental Apple, Rebecca; Dolan, Christy; York, Andrew
1420 Kettmer Bivd., Suite 620, San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 233-1454/ FAX 619) 2330952 / keaenvironmental.com

Leslie Heumann & Associates Heumann, Leshe 600 N. Sietra Bonita Avenue, Los
Angeles, CA 90036

Lewis, Brandon 1232 18" St.,, #C, Santa Monica, CA 90404
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McKenna, Jeanette A. 6008 Friends Avenue, Whittier, CA 90601
(310) 696-3852 |

Past Forward Allen (Ph.D., R.0.P.A.), Rebecca; Baxter, R. Scoit, 5248 Carriage Drive,
Richmond, CA 94803
(510) 758- 9715/FAX (510)758-9715 pastforward@home.com

Paul G. Chase & Associates Chase, Paul G.; 1823 Kenora Drive, Escondido, CA 92027
(760) 743-8609
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Summit Envirosolutions Mackey, Barbara, 813 N. Plaza St., Carsori City, NV 89701
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Tang, Bai Tom 25898 Lomas Verdes Street, Redlands, CA 92373
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HISTORIC ARCHITECTURE
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February 19, 2001

Ms. Rebecca Smirniotis

David Evans and Associates, Inc
8989 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 335
San Diego, California 92108

Re: Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey

Dear Ms. Smirniotis:

This report presents the results of a cultural resource survey conducted by ASM Affiliates
of the Dan Blocker Beach Project located within Los Angeles County. between Pacific Coast
Highway and the ocean, and west of Corral Canyon Road. The study was performed to defermine
the presence or absence of s1gmﬁcant prehistoric and historic resources within the property and
assess potential project impacts in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act. Tt
consisted of a review of all site records and reports on file with the South Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton, followed by an intensive
pedestrian survey of the entire property. The study proved negative in that no cultural resources
were identified as a result of both the survey and records search. The project description, existing
conditions, study methods, results, and potential impacts and recommendations are provided
below.

Project Description

The project property consists of 1.92 acres of vacant land situated on a low bluff
overlooking Dan Blocker Beach. The proposed project includes the removal of an existing chain-
link fence, demolition of existing pavement and construction of a parking area and park site
amenities. ‘These latter include bluff top picnic areas, landscaping, chemical toilet facilities, a
memorial monument, drinking fountains and bench seating. Additionally, a ramp will be
constructed to provide beach access.

Existing Conditions

As depicted on the Malibu Beach 7.5' U.S.G.S. quadrangle (Figure 1), the project is
located within an unsectioned portion of range 18 West and Township 1 South. The property can
be characterized as a highway bench cut into the hillside in the lower slopes of the Santa Monica
Mountains. The hillside extends down to the Pacific Ocean forming a coastal bluff over a narrow

543 Encinitas Bivd., Ste. 114, Encinitas, CA 92024

Voice: [760] 639-1004 ¢  FAX: [760] 652-0913
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sandy beach. The proposed project site is located on a bhuff that is approximately 10 to 20 feet
high. The slopes of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach range from being near vertical in many areas
to approximately 1:3 (horizontal: vertical). '

The project is situated in the western region of the Santa Monica Mountains near the base
of the southerly descending flanks in the City of Malibu. Geologic units located in the vicinity of
the project site include Holocene beach sands, Pleistocene-age older alluvial sediment deposits on
the top of the hillside north of the roadway, and Miocene-age volcanic rocks exposed in the coastal
bluffs and roadway cuts. Within 2,000 feet of the project site is located a middle to late Miocene-
age meta-sedimentary formation and landslide debris. Minor isolated fills also exist throughout
the site as gully infill, erosion repairs, and minor roadway grading. The proposed project site is
located on several soil types including: Conejo Volcanics, Monterey Formation, Older Surficial
Sediment, Landslide Debris, Residual Soils, and Artificial Fill. A minor amount of colluvial
material, which is associated with an ancient landslide, debris flow from alluvial deposits, and/or
dumped material associated with the grading of PCH is located west of the center of the proposed
project site in the coastal bluff.

The project site is located within the Malibu Coastal Zone (MCZ), the most extensive
natural coastline in Los Angeles County. MCZ marine resources along the Malibu coast include
kelp beds, tide pools, marine fisheries, offshore reefs, sandy beaches, rocky headlands, sea lion
haul outs, coastal dunes, and isolated wetlands. Additionally, MCZ supports a rich and diverse
fauna of mammals, reptiles, amphibians, birds and invertebrates, which includes a number of
endangered and threatened plants and animals. The location and type of vegetation in the MCZ
depends largely on the type of soil and amount of moisture available during annual periods of
drought from approximately April to October.

The project property contains several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan
Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation. Substantial areas are covered with pavement and devoid of
vegetation of any kind, while in others pavement rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy
species. Characteristic plant species include Beach Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum),
California Sagebrush (Artemisia californica), Goldenbush (Isocoma mengiesii), California
Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf Sumac (Malosma lauring), aud Coyote Brush
(Baccharis pilularis). The more conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include Hottentot-fig
(Carpobrotus edulis), Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia
incana), Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum),
the latter being a dominant species on the slopes, all about the site, and adjacent ocean-side slopes.
Thirty plant taxa and 16 species of fauna were observed during the biological survey.

Cultural Setting

Archaeological and ethnographic information indicate that this area of Los Angeles County
has been occupied by Native Americans for nearly 9,000 years. The earliest evidence is that King
(1981) terms the Early Period which incorporates the archacological traditions identified as the
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Oak Grove and Hunting, Archaic, Early Mainland, Early Island, and Millingstone Horizon.
Coastal Archaic period sites have been characterized by somewhat undifferentiated shell middens,
few bifaces and dart points, and abundant milling equipment. They range from large residential
bases to small temporary camps and resource exploitation loci. According to King, this period
entails no fewer than three phases. The Middle Period, starting roughly 3,000 years B.P. and
lasting until 800 year B.P., is characterized by more types of beads and ornaments than before,
and a shift from rectangular to circular beads. This period, within which five phases can be
distinguished archaeologically, encompasses the Middle Canalino, early Late Mainland, late
Intermediate Horizon, and late Campbell Tradition, The Late Period is defined by the presence
of Olivella callus beads and clam disk and cylinder beads. This period terminates 1804 A.D., and
in the project area subsumes the Chumash Tradition. The latter is the tradition associated with
the contemporary Native American population of the region.

Study Methods

The methods used to assess the presence or absence of cultural resources within the
property included a records search and intensive field reconnaissance. The record searches,
conducted for a mile radius of the project, were obtained from the South Central Coastal
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton (Attachment A). The survey was
conducted by John R. Cook, RPA, on February 14, 2001. The entire approximately 2-acre
project area was thoroughly examined at 5 to 10-meter intervals. Except for paved areas, ground
visibility was generally good to excellent throughout the parcel and more than sufficient for the
detection of any archaeological resources. No problems were encountered accessing and
surveying all portions of the project area.

Study Results

A review of site records disclosed that no archaeological sites have been recorded within
the project property, nor has it been subjected to previous survey or other archaeological study.
Information provided by SCCIC indicates that 10 separate studies have been conducted within a
half-mile of the project. These and other archaeological stadies have resulted in the identification
of 4 prehistoric resources within a half-mile radius, all of which are shell middens; no historic
archaeological sites have been recorded. Similarly, no properties listed on the California State
Historic Resources Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monuments are within a half-mile of the project property.

Intensive survey of the project area proved negative in that no prehistoric or historic
resources were identified. An isolated unifacally retouched scraper of biackish quartzitic material
was located in the center of the parcel during the survey, though no associated cultural remains
were found, and as such this does not constitute a site. The absence of cultural resources is not
particularly surprising, however, given the extent of recent historic disturbance evident and the
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property’s topographic setting at the base of a steep slope, some distance from permanent potable .
water.

Potential Impacts and Management Recommendations

Implementation of the proposed project will involve construction of a parking Iot and park
site amenities. Demolition of the existing paving and construction of the new facilities and
landscaping will necessitate grading and other landform disturbances that can adversely impact
significant cultural resources. Record search results indicate that no cultural resources have been
recorded within the project property, and intensive survey did not result in the identification of
any prehistoric or historic cultural resources. In that historic disturbances related to construction
of the previously paved area would have probably destroyed any extent cultural resources, it is
concluded that implementation of the project will not result in adverse direct or indirect impacts
to significant and California Register of Historic Places eligible cultural resources and mitigation
measures are not deemed necessary.

Should you have any questions regarding this study, please do not hesitate to cail me.

Sincerely,

ohn R. Cook, RPA
Principal

Attachments: Figure 1 - U.S.G.S. quadrangle showing project location
Confidential Records Search .
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Figure 1. Dan Blocker Beach project location.
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GEOTECHNICAL RECONNAISSANCE
DAN BLOCKER BEACH

26000 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

Dear Rebecca:

In accordance with your request, we are pleased to provide our Geotechnical
Reconnaissance Report for the subject project. Pertinent geotechnical issues identified
include geologic hazards, coastal bluff stability, marine erosion, and foundation design.

Geologic hazards and coastal bluff stability present a potential for environmental
impacts, if not mitigated. The mitigation measures presented will reduce these impacts

to below the level of significance.

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this project. [f you have any
questions or require additional information, please give us a call.

Very truly yours,

GRQUP DELTA COMSULTANTS, INC,

Sunll5ill

Donald A. Cords, Senior Engineer Braven R. Smillie, Principal Geologist
R.C.E. 046564 CE.G. 207, R.G. 402
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GEOTECHNICAL RECONNAISSANCE
DAN BLOCKER BEACH
26000 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Project Description

The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors and Public Works is
proposing the construction of a parking lot with approximately thirty (30) diagonal
parking spaces, park site amenities, and an aluminum ramp for beach access on a bluff
top at Dan Blocker Beach. The proposed site is located west of and adjacent to Pacific
Coast Highway (PCH), west of the City of Mélibu, west of Puerco Beach, and east of
Latigo Point. The location of the site is shown in Figure 1.

The proposed project site consists of approximately 2 acres of vacant bluff-top land,
fencing, and deteriorated paving. The existing deteriorated paving and fencing would
be removed as part of the Phase 1 project. The proposed project would provide a
parking lot, park site amenities, and beach access for visitors. Beach visitors currently
park along PCH and access the beach by a stairway located at adjacent residential
units. The residential units are located to the east and west of the project site.

The proposed project would be constructed in phases. Phase 1 would include
development of a thirty space parking lot and park amenities located at the eastern
portion of the bluff top at the project site. Phase 1 would encompass approximately
600 lineal feet of bluff top and would have a width of approximately 50 to 65 feet.
Beach access, in the form of an aluminum ramp, would also be constructed during
Phase 1. The ramp would extend from the bluff top to the beach level and would
include concrete landings at each end. An approximate 100-foot setback would be
provided between the residential unit and the parking lot area.

Phase 1 park site armenities would include picnic tables, bench seating, portable
drinking fountains, and chemical toifets. The proposed chemical toilets would be
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located on a concrete pad and would be enclosed in a cinder-block structure. The
thirty diagonal parking stalls would face the Pacific Ocean along the eastern portion of
the project site. Walkways would also be provided to join the parking area with the park
site amenities and beach access. Bench seating, overlooking the ocean, would be
provided along the walkways. An anodized aluminum handrail would extend along the
entire length of the proposed Phase 1 project site, parallel to the bluff.

Additional phases would include similar amenities as in Phase 1. A schedule has not
yet been developed for future phases of development.

Access to the proposed project site would be provided from two driveways located off of
PCH. The driveways would be one-way, allowing for vehicles to enter through one of
the driveways and exit through the other.

Landscaping would also be provided as part of the proposed project. Landscaping
would include native species to provide erosion control. Temporary irrigation would be
provided to the landscaped areas of the site and would be removed upon establishment
of the native species landscaping. Drainage of the site would be directed toward PCH
and would not drain onto the beach.

1.2 Scope of Work

This technical report is based on information available in previously prepared studies,
and in the geologic and engineering literature. No new field work has been performed,
other than a site visit, and no new data has been collected for preparation of this current
technical report. It is anticipated that such work will be undertaken in future

geotechnical studies.

We have made a preliminary evaluation and reconnaissance of the geotechnical
conditions and coastal processes in the site vicinity that pertain to the proposed project.
We have reviewed published geologic maps of the site, reviewed geotechnical reports of
projects in the area on file with the City of Malibu, visited the site to review the geologic
conditions, observed the existing conditions of the coastal bluffs, reviewed historical
beach erosion data, and reviewed aerial photographs of the site. Review of the site
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geology is presented followed by the various geomorphic factors responsible for
forming the coastal bluffs. Mitigation measures are then provided, which are intended
to reduce both marine and subaerial erosion currently occurring at the site.
Additionally, limited geotechnical input is provided for the design and construction of
the various improverments proposed at the site.

This report presents information on:
* Geologic and soil conditions;

« Potential geotechnical hazards that may affect, or be affected by, the proposed
project;

* Identified potential environmental impacts; and

« Indicated areas that may require additional detailed investigation.
Pertinent geotechnical topics include:

» Local geology;

* Regional faulting and seismicity;

» Slope stability/landslides; and

* Erodible soils.

2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The proposed project site can be characterized as a highway bench cut into a hillside in
the lower slopes of the Santa Monica Mountains, The hillside extends down to the
Pacific Ocean forming a coastal bluff over a narrow sandy beach. The site consists of
approximately 2 acres of vacant land, fencing, and deteriorated paving. The beach is
located in the northwestern portion of Santa Monica Bay about 5 miles east of Point
Dume. The beach was formerly known as Solstice Canyon Beach before being named

Widesdprojects\ 20202002020 RO Geot Recon.doc
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Dan Blocker Beach. The narrow sandy beach has offshore rocks backed by a wave cut
eroding cliff and a highway bench. Houses and condominiums adjacent to the site are
built on piles and subject to damage during high wave conditions.

No topography for the project site was provided, but visual estimates of the height of
the bluffs appear to be on the order of 10 to 20 feet high. The bluffs range from being
near vertical in many areas to a slope of approximately 1:3 (horizontal.vertical). The
bluff face supports little to no vegetation.

The platform above the coastal bluff where the future parking area will be constructed is
vegetated with a moderate to thick growth of grasses, native chaparral, and ice plant,
except in areas still covered by extremely deteriorated asphalt concrete left in place at
former parking areas.

The Site Plan, Figure 2, utilizes an aerial photograph of the proposed project site.
Appendix A provides photographs of the beach, bench and highway cut taken on
December 8, 2000. The photographs were taken during the daily low tide between
1300 and 1400 hours with the tidal elevation approximately 0.0 feet MLLW.

2.1 Soils and Geologic Formations

The profect area is situated in the western region of the Santa Monica Mountains near
the base of the southerly descending flanks in the City of Malibu.

Geologic units present in the vicinity of the project site include Holocene beach sands,
Pleistocene-age older alluvial sediment deposits on the top of the hillside north of the
roadway, and Miocene-age volcanic rocks exposed in the coastal bluffs and roadway
cuts (Dibblee, 1993). Within 2,000 feet of the project site, other geologic units include
a middle to late Miocene-age meta-sedimentary formation and landslide debris. Minor
isolated fills also exist throughout the site as gully infills, erosion repairs, and minor
roadway grading. Figure 3 provides a geologic map of the site area (Dibblee, 1993).
These soil units are described below from oldest to youngest.

Conejo Volcanics (Tcvaz): An andesitic breccia formed in the middle Miocene
age, pinkish-gray to brown, composed of unsorted, very large to small, angular
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fragments of andesitic in coherent andesitic to tuffaceous matrix. Originatly, this
was mapped as Zuma Volcanics by Yerkes and Campbell (1979, 1980).

Monterey Formation (Tm): A white weathering, thin-bedded, platy, siliceous
shale, dark brown where fresh, moderately hard, formed during middle and late
Miocene age.

Older Surficial Sediments (Qoa): These alluvial sediments consists of
Pleistocene-age, unconsolidated to weakly-consolidated, pebble-cobble gravel,
sand, and sil.

Landslide Debris (@Is): Old landslide debris, consisting of displaced blocks of
alluvial sediments, terrace deposits, and/or volcanics, has been mapped in the
area.

Residual Soils: Residual soils, formed over volcanic bedrock formation, are
present where the volcanics have not been cut as part of the grading of PCH.
The residual soils at the site are dark to medium brown, and appear to be slightly
plastic, clayey to silty sand. The residual soils can be anticipated to be 1 to 2
feet thick. ‘

Artificial Fill: Minimal fill may be associated with the grading of PCH based upon
the high cuts north of the roadway. Minor fills are typically associated with either
the repair of past localized slumps and erosion features or with the existing storm
drains that convey water from the bluff top to the beach below.

The geologic map of the Malibu Quadrangle (Dibblee, 1993) contains a structural cross
section plotted south to north through the project site. This cross section is included as
Figure 4.

WGdesdiprojectsi2M202002020 RO1 Geot Recon.dec
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2.2 Geologic Hazards
2.2.1 Faults and Seismicity

The site is located within the seismically active area of Southern California, but outside a
Special Studies Zone defined by the Alquist-Priolo Geologic Hazards Act of 1972, The
project area will be subject to strong to very strong ground shaking should an
earthquake occur on a nearby fault.

The nearest known active or potentially active fault is the Malibu Coast Fault system
located about 2,000 feet north of the project area (Dibblee, 1993). Figure 3 shows the
location of this mapped fault relative to the project site. There are no active or
potentially active faults currently known to be mapped across the project site. A
summary of nearby faults is shown in Table 1.

The Latigo Fault is mapped with an east-west trend through the site along the beach
below the bluff. To the west, the fault tumns Inland, where it juxtaposes Conejo
Volcanics against Monterey Formation to the south. Much of the shore platform at the
site may be underlain by Monterey Formation. The Lafigo Fault is not considered to be
active and is not included as an Alquist-Priolo Zone.

We performed deterministic seismic hazard analysis using the computer program
EQFAULT (Blake, 1995). We used the fault data file “CDMGSCE.dat” and the
attenuation relationship by Idriss (1994) horizontal-rock/stiff soil. The Malibu Coast
Fault controls the computed acceleration, with a maximum credible magnitude of 6.7
at a minimum distance of 1 mile. This attenuation relationship gives a maximum
credible acceleration of 0.69 g at the closest point to the controlling fault. The results
are generally consistent with the Caltrans Seismic Hazard Map (Mualchin, 1996), which
gives accelerations of greater than 0.6 g. The output from EQFAULT is included as
Appendix B.

Since segments of the active Malibu Coast Faults are not known to trend toward or
through the project site, ground rupture is not anticipated.
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Tsunamis, or seismic sea waves, are large oceanic waves that may be generated by
earthquakes, submarine volcanic eruptions, or large submarine landslides. Earthquakes
that generate tsunarnis are typically followed by aftershocks, have magnitudes greater
than 6, arid have a relatively shallow focal depth. Tsunamis causing disastrous
destruction have been found to have been caused by earthquakes with magnitudes
greater than 7.75 (Weigel, 1964). The forces generated by a tsunami wave can be of
such a large magnitude that the only means of protection is to avoid areas subject to
tsunamis. The 500-year tsunami wave runup heights may be as high as 30 feet in
Southern California (Synolakis et al., 1997). With the project site elevation ranging from
about 20 to 25 feet above MSL, this area could potentially be impacted by a large
tsunarni wave.

2.2.2 Liquefaction

The potential for liquefaction is generally a function of the age, type, and looseness of
cohesiorless sediments, and the depth to groundwater. Relatively young (Quatemary),
coarse-grained (sandy), loose sediments associated with a shallow depth to
groundwater would have the highest susceptibility to liquefaction during a significant
seismic event.

Since the soils at the project site are underlain by volcanic bedrock, liquefaction
potential is considered very low.

2.2.3 Siope Stability/Landslides

The volcanics at the site exposed in the coastal bluffs and in the roadway cut appear to
be stable at close to vertical cut inclinations. The minor instability of the bluff slopes
along Dan Blocker Beach has been developed by the oversteepening and weathering of
the bluff face due to wave erosion and/or subaerial erosion.

Landslide debris to the west and east of the project area has been mapped in the
geologic map of the Malibu and Point Dume Quadrangles (Dibblee, 1993). Typically,
landslides in this area are assoclated with Monterey Formation, a thin-bedded, platy
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siliceous shale, which is not present within the project area, except, perhaps, underlying
part of the shore platform.

A minor amount of colluvial material, which may be associated with an ancient landslide
or debris flow from alluvial deposits, or dumped material associated with the grading of
PCH, can be observed just west of the- center of the site in the coastal bluffs. This
material can be seen in Photographs No. 7 and No. 8 of Appendix A as the darker
brown material in the bluff face.

2.2.4 Groundwater

Mo groundwater was observed during the field reconnaissance exiting the bedrock
material in the face of the coastal bluffs. Typical sources of groundwater that may exit
the coastal bluffs wouid include: 1) natural groundwater migration from the highiand
areas just north the project site; and 2) infiltration of the bedrock material on the
platform surface above the bluffs by rainfall. In the rainy winter months, it can be
anticipated that groundwater seepage exiting the bluff may occur, causing spring
sapping and solution cavities along faults, joints, and bedding planes, locally
accelerating marine erosion in these areas. Typically, the volume of groundwater
exiting the bluff face throughout the site boundaries can be anticipated to vary from
location to location, and between seasons, even during drought years.

The permanent groundwater in the area can be anticipated to be near sea level within

the project site.
2.2.5 Drainage

Drainage on the site is achieved by sheet flow over the existing ground surface. This
uncontrofled surface runoff results in over-bluff discharge, resulting in minor rilling and
gullying of the bluff faces. Drainage of the adjacent four-lane PCH utilizes sheet flow to
a storm drain system, which carries the water under the roadway and empties into the

ocearn.
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2.3 Coastal Bluff Geomorphology
2.3.1 Terminology for the Bluff and Adjacent Shore

The geomorphology of a typical coastal bluff profile is shown in Figure 5, “Typical
Coastal Bluff Profile”. Depicted on Figure 5 are the shore platform, the lower near-
vertical part of the bluff called the sea cliff, and the upper-bluif slope, which generally -
ranges in inclination between 35 and 65 degrees (measured from the horizontal). The
biuff top is the boundary between the upper bluff and the coastal terrace.

Offshore from the sea cliff is an area of indefinite extent called the nearshore zone (see
Figure 5). The bedrock surface in the nearshore zone, which extends out to sea from
the base of the sea cliff, is the shore platform. Worldwide, the shore platform may vary
in inclination from horizontal to a gradient of 3 horizontal to 1 vertical, or 33 percent
(Trenhaile, 1987). Although we have performed no offshore profiles associated with this
study, based on the results of nearby profiling, we estimate that the gradient of the
shore platform ranges from approximately 4 to 6 percent in the site vicinity (USACE,
1992). The boundary between the sea cliff (the lower, vertical and near-vertical part of
the bluff) and the shore platform is called the cliff-platformn junction, or alternatively the
shoreline angle. :

Within the nearshore zone is a subdivision called the inshore zone, extending landward
from the point where waves begin to break (Figure 5). The seaward boundary of the
inshore zone varies with time because the point at which waves begin to break changes
dramatically with changes in wave size and tidal level. During low tides, large waves will
break far out to sea. During high tide, smaller waves may not break at all or they may
break directly on the lower cliff. Closer to shore is the foreshore zone, that portion of
the shore lying between the upper limit of wave wash at high tide and the ordinary low
water mark. Both of these boundaries usually lie on a sand or shingle beach

2.3.2 Geomorphic Analyses

Geomorphic analyses include all factors that contribute to shaping coastal landforms.
Coastal erosion and coastal bluff retreat are caused by both marine and terrestrial
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processes. Surf action is usually the dominant marine agent producing both hydraulic
{wave) impact and abrasion. Geomorphic factors that contribute to coastal erosion are
mainly:

o (limate: Long-term climatic and short-term meteorologic conditions produce
large waves, the energy source causing coastal erosion. Storm conditions may
present a variety of wave directions, heights, and frequencies.

o Wave Enerqy: The amount of wave energy impacting a sea cliff is locally
controlled by the offshore seafloor bathymetry of the shore platform. The shore
platform causes large, deep-water waves to break before reaching the shoreline,
thereby attenuating the amount of wave energy ultimately impacting the sea cliff.
Variations in nearshore bathymetry also refract ocean waves, locally focusing
damaging wave energy onto certain coastline segments (Munk and Traylor,
1947; Bradley and Griggs, 1976).

« Lithology and Structure of Coastal Bluffs: Lithology is the physical character of
the rock, which determines the degree of erosion resistance. The term structure

includes the discontinuities (such as faults and joints) in the rock that cause
variations in erosion potential for a given rock type. These two factors may vary
greatly along a stretch of coast, and are primary factors in site-specific rates of
coastal retreat.

» Groundwater; The presence of groundwater may significantly impact the
stability of certain geologic units and consequently accelerate bluff retreat,
Groundwater seepage also tends to weaken intact geologic units (Kuhn and
Shepard, 1980) by both chemical solution and by mechanical erosion, thus
increasing susceptibility of soils in the bluff face to accelerated marine erosion.

o Bluff Geometry: Bluff geometry is the shape of the coastal bluff profile. Bluff
geometry is influenced by marine erosion from coastal processes at the sea cliff,
and subaerial erosion from terrestrial processes acting on the bluff (Emery and
Kuhn, 1982). The rate of marine erosion at the sea cliff limits the decline of the
bluff caused by subaerial erosion. Because the coastal bluffs along this portion
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of the coastline are all subjected to similar terrestrial processes (excluding man's
activity), a qualitative assessment of bluff retreat can be made based on
variations in bluff geometry along the coastline.

Geomorphic techniques can be used to describe and evaluate the progressive nature of
bluff-top retreat. Bluff retreat is episoch‘é and site-specific, characteristically coinciding
with major storm events. Continuing long-term retreat of the lower bluff gradually
creates an oversteepened slope in the upper bluff, causing it to decline (by erosion
and/or slope failure) to a more sustainable angle of repose. The process continues and
repeats in a series of episodes. As the upper bluff slope approaches the high end of this
range, episodes of massive slope failure are typically caused by the combined effects of
groundwater seepage and winter storms.

3 WAVE CLIMATE

In evaluating the wave climate that controls coastal erosion, considerable hindcast data
are available, which indicate likely future trends. Accordingly, it is feasible to establish
geotechnical design criteria for coastal structures. Waves along the Southem California
coast shoreline generally range in height from 2 to 5 feet; however, large waves ranging
from 6 to 10 feet in height are not uncommeon. These large waves can arrive at almost
any time during the year and may continue for 3 to 4 days. These high-wave episodes
are frequently unaccompanied by strong winds.

The wave climate in this region is moderate, being protected by Point Conception from
waves generated by storms in the Morth Pacific. In addition, the Channel Islands
provide substantial wave protection from Pacific Basin storms. The fetch from the
Channel Islands allow the generation of energetic, shorter-period waves and ocean
swells from a particular direction that can penetrate the islands and cause an increase in
the local wave height.

The Malibu coastline is exposed to wave action, undiminished by island interference,
through only two relatively narrow corridors of wave approach (USACE, 1977).
Northern portions of Santa Monica Bay are highly sheltered from northwest swell by the
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Channel Islands and Point Dume. Open wave windows exist from the west-southwest
between the Channel Islands and San Nicholos Island and from the south between San
Nicholos Island and Catalina island. In a study of northern Santa Monica Bay, design
waves for 42 ft depth were determined as 11-13 ft with a 9 second period from the
south and 6-10 ft from the west-southwest with a period of 11 seconds (USACE, 1977).

Short-period waves, with periods of 8 seconds or shorter, generated frorn the nearshore
waters within the various channel islands and offshore banks, have a fetch of 50 to 100
nautical miles, and approach the project area from the west through the southwest.

Seymour et al. (1984) have produced storm wave hindcast estimates for the period
1900-1984 with a hindcast location near 35°N, north of Point Conception and the
Channel Islands. Only waves with deep-water-approach directions between southwest
and west-northwest were considered because waves approaching more obliquely would
be considerably diminished by refraction as they approached the shoreline. Further, the
waves were ranked by their power (energy multiplied by period). This resulted in a list of
59 storms in which the resulting offshore significant wave height exceeded 10 feet, all
having periods equal to or exceeding 12 seconds. '

It is of interest to note that extreme deep-water wave episodes exceeding 19.5 feet (6
meters) were only reported on eight occasions during the period 1900 to 1979, while
the period from February 1980 through February 1984 experienced a total of ten storm
events with deep-water waves exceeding 19.5 feet. Further, the storm of January 17-
18, 1988, produced the highest measured deep-water waves approaching the Southern
California coast. The significant wave height was 32.8 feet (10.0 meters) (Seymour,
1989), higher than any reported in the 1900-1984 database. This storm was likely on
the order of a 200-year storm, and was reported by Seymour to be remarkably similar
to Richard Henry Dana's observations in “Two Years Before the Mast of the Dangerous
Southeasters [significant storm arriving from the south] off this same coast.”
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4 SHORT-TERM SEA LEVEL CHANGE

The effect of waves on the coast is highly dependent on the sea level during the wave
episode. Large waves at low sea level cause limited erosion since they break well
offshore. When episodes of large waves combine with short-term high sea level from

tides and other factors, rapid retreat may occur along vulnerable coastlines.
4.1 Tides

Tides are caused by the gravitational pull of astronomical bodies, primarily the moon,
sun, and planets. Tides along the Malibu coast have a semi-diurnal inequality. Tidal
ranges have a mean range of about 3.7 feet and diurnal range of 5.3 feet (USACE
1977). On an annual average basis, the lowest tide is about -1.6 feet Mean Lower Low
Water (MLLW) datum or about -4.48 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) datum, and the highest
tide is about +7.1 feet MLLW datum (+4.22 feet MSL datum).

4.2 Storm Surge

Storm surge results from strong storms pushing sea water against the coast. Extreme
storm surges are presented as a function of return period at selected California tide
stations (NOAA, 1980), with those for Santa Monica shown below:

Return Period, yrs Storm Surge, ft
5 1.9
10 1.9
25 2.0
50 2.0
100 2.0

i 4.3 Wave Setup

; Wave setup results from superelevation of the water surface over the normal surge

! elevation due to onshore mass transport of the water by wave action alone. Wave setup
is a function of both the stiliwater level, and the elevation and slope of the shore

5 platform. For the Malibu area, the typical maximum range in wave setup would likely
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vary from 1/2 to 1 foot, which would be added to the extreme water elevation resulting
from storm surge and astronomical tide.

4.4 Design Stillwater

For design of coastal structures, a conservative high sea level is determined that
accounts for all of the factors that may increase sea level during the design life of the
structure. Tides, storm surge, and wave setup add up to a 100-year high-water
elevation of 5.2 to 5.7 feet (MSL datum). To this, an additional 0. 5 feet is added to
account for long-term sea level rise based upon predictions of sea level rise over 100
years. Most designers use 0.5 feet, although estimates of expected long-term sea level
rise in the next 100 years vary from 0.4 feet to 0.75 feet (Flick, 1998). For the Malibu
coast, the design stillwater elevation can be approximated on the order of 5.7 to 6.2 feet
(MSL datum).

5 MECHANISM OF COASTAL BLUFF RETREAT

The coastline at Dan Blocker Beach has not experienced a considerable amount of
erosion in the last 20 to 30 years, but rather fluctuating periods of beach erosion and
accretion caused by storm events. The coastal bluffs, which often support little or no
vegetation, are subject to wave spray and splash, sometimes causing saturation of the
outer layer and subsequent sloughing of oversteepened slopes. Wind, rain, irrigation,
and uncontrolled surface runoff contribute to minor erosion of the coastal bluff,
especially on the more exposed oversteepened portions. Where these processes are
active, rilling and minor gullying has resulted along portions of the bluffs.

Geomorphic techniques can be used to describe and evaluate the progressive nature of
bluff-top retreat. Bluff retreat is episodic and site-specific, characteristically coinciding
with major storm events. Continuing long-term retreat of the lower bluff gradually
creates an oversteepened slope in the upper bluff, causing it to decline (by erosion
and/or slope failure) to a more sustainable angle of repose. The process continues and
repeats in a serles of episodes.
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5.1 Marine Erosion Processes

The types and rate of erosion affecting the typical bluff profile will change with the tidal
level and shore platform elevation. In addition, variations in seafloor bathymetry may
result in wave focusing, further exacerbating erosive wave forces.

Mechanical erosion processes at the cliff-platform junction include water abrasion, rock
abrasion, cavitation, water hammer, air compression in joints, breaking-wave shock,
and alternation of hydrostatic pressure with the waves and tides. All of these processes
are active in backwearing. Downwearing processes include all but breaking-wave shock
(Trenhaile, 1987). Backwearing and downwearing by the mechanical processes
described above are both augmented by bioerosion, the removal of rock by the direct
action of organisms (Warme and Marshall, 1969; Trenhaile, 1987). Backwearing at the
site can be assisted by algae in the intertidal and splash zones and by rock-boring
mollusks in the tidal range.

The key factors affecting the marine erosion component of bluff-top retreat are water
depth at the base of the cliff, breaking wave height, and the slope of the shore platform.
Along the entire coastline, the sea cliff is subject to periodic attack by breaking and
broken waves, which create the dynamic effects of turbulent water and the compression
of entrapped air pockets. When acting upon jointed and fractured formation, the
water-hammer” effect tends to cause hydraulic fracturing which exacerbates sea cliff
erosion. Erosion associated with breaking waves is most active when water depths at
the cliff-platform junction (d,} coincide with the respective critical incoming wave height
(H) such that d, is approximately equal to 1.3H.

Waves will break when their height reaches approximately 75 percent of the water
depth; thus, for a shore platform elevation of 0 feet MSL datum, 3-foot-high waves
would break at the base of the sea cliff when tides are approximately 4 feet above mean
sea level (4 feet of water). Elevations of the shore platform along Dan Blocker Beach
appeared to range from about 2 to 8 feet MSL allowing only waves less than 1 foot high
to break along the base of the sea cliff during higher tides. Any significant erosion from
the sand currently on the beach would allow larger waves to break against the sea cliffs.
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In the central portion of Dan Blocker Beach, it appears some stone and concrete has
been placed on the natural rock outcrops at the beach to protect against waves striking
the base of the bluff and accelerating the erosion of the bluff. The location of this stone
protection can be seen in the aerial photograph (Figure 2) and in the site photographs
in Appendix A.

Where the shore platform is protected by a offshore rocks further from the bluff face,
breakers would form some distance offshore from the bluff. These waves would shoal,
break, reform as smaller waves or proceed shoreward as broken waves, ultimately
delivering to the coastal bluff only a small fraction of the original wave energy.

5.2 Subaerial Erosion

Groundwater seepage can be anticipated to exist along fauits, joints, and bedding
planes, locally accelerating marine erosion in the bedrock of the coastal bluff. The
primary erosive effect of groundwater seepage upon the coastal bluff is spring sapping,
or the mechanical erosion of sand grains by water exiting the bluff face. However,
chemical solution (especially of carbonate matrix material) is also a significant

contributor,

6 SLOPE STABILITY

Stability of the coastal bluffs is affected by the soil strengths within and between strata
that make up the various geologic units, and by the height and profile of the bluff.
Based upon observation of cuts made into the volcanics in the area, the coastal bluffs
appear to be relatively stable at slopes of 1:3 (horizontal:vertical), and possible at even

steeper slopes.

The more gently-sloping coastal bluffs, more prevalent along the westerly section of the
park, are more stable than the steeper, nearer to vertical, coastal bluffs to the east.
However, the bluff profile, in addition to affecting slope stability, also provides a good
indicator of the relative rate of marine and subaerial erosion. Slope stability calculations
analyzing this geometry are appropriate for long-term evaluation of the stability of the
coastal bluff. Where marine erosion allows a fairly rapid retreat of the bedrock unit
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causing a relatively steep to near-vertical bluff, the bluff will be more susceptible to
continuous sloughing.

In summary, and from a practical standpoint, proper determination of the appropriate
bluff-top setback, if desired, must include an analysis of both the rate of marine erosion
of the lower, cliffed portion of the b!uff, and of the effect of that rate in creating an
"artificially" oversteepened upper biuff. We recommend further studies of the stability of
the bluff face after borings are drilled above the bluffs and the berings downhole logged
by a Certified Engineering Geologist (CEG).

7 DISCUSSION

Following our initial data review and collection of pertinent maps and area photographs,
we performed a geotechnical reconnaissance of the project site on December 8, 2000.
This geotechnical reconnaissance served as an aid in the understanding of the following
factors as they relate to bluff stability and coastal erosion:

¢ The bluff geometry;

e An estimate of the elevation and slope of the shore platform;

¢ The estimated relative erosion resistance of each lithologic unit;

o The presence of sea caves;

o The density and pattern of jointing and faulting in the Zuma Volcanics;
» The presence of groundwater seepage;

e The presence of sand beach at the base of the bluff;

e The presence of a weathering profile in the bluff face soils; and

o The presence of protective vegetation.
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We recommend further geotechnical investigation of the site, including soil borings as
part of the final design of this project.

7.1 Access Ramp/Stairways

- There is currently a stairway just west of Dan Blocker Beach adjacent to an existing

condominium complex. For this improvement project, pedestrian access to the beach,
in the form of an aluminum ramp/stairways, would also be constructed near the eastern
end of the project site. The ramp would extend from the bluff top to the beach level
and would include concrete landings at each end.

The foundation elements for the new access ramp may consist of a single, isolated,
concrete cast-in-drilled-hole (CIDH) shaft located at each landing.

It is recognized that ongoing marine erosion during the design life of the access ramp
may continue to undermine any landings placed on the beach level, reducing both
lateral support and subjecting the base of the ramp to a progressively more erosive
environment. As we understand, the new ramp will be designed to accommodate
ongoing marine and subaerial erosion processes.

The proposed new access ramps may be founded on isolated concrete cast-in-drilled-
hole (CIDH) shafts supporting each landing. isolated concrete shafts will develop both
axial and lateral capacity derived from sufficient embedment intc the underlying
bedrock materials. Geotechnical design criteria for both vertical and lateral load
capacity are provided in the following sections.

We recommend that drilled shaft foundations supporting access ramps derive support
from shaft friction in the dense Zuma Volcanic bedrock materials. We recommend a
preliminary allowable shaft friction of 800 psf in formational materials to resist both
dead plus live loads. Mo increase should be used for transient wind or seismic loads. It
should be noted that this design precludes the need for cleaning the bottoms of drilled
excavations and thus does not rely on any tip bearing for vertical support. Lateral loads
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will likely control all design embedment depths and, hence, additional end-bearing
capacity is not required.

Resistance to lateral loads applied to the drilled shaft is developed through defiection in
the pier, which mobilizes the reaction of the soil into which the drilled pier is embedded.
The resisting pressure applied by the soll to a pier depends upon the relative stiffness of
the pile and soil, as well as depth of embedment. For drilled piers embedded on
sloping ground, an additional reduction in lateral capacity resuits, associated with the
lack of confining pressure for loads applied in the siopeward direction.

Failure of a laterally-loaded pier takes place either when the maximum bending moment
in the loaded pier reaches the ultimate or yield resistance of the pier section, or when
the lateral earth pressures reach the ultimate lateral resistance of the soil along the total
length of the pier. ' For purposes of definition, failure of piers with relatively "short
embedment" takes place when the pier rotates as a unit with respect to a point located
close to its toe. Failures of piers with relatively "long embedment" occur when the
maximum bending moment applied to the pier exceeds the yield resistance of the pier
section, and a plastic hinge forms at the section of maximum bending moment.
Investigators have suggested that piers be grouped relative to their dimensionless depth
of embedment L/T where: |

L = embedment length of the pier in feet, and
T = (EVN* (divided by 12 to convert inches to feet)

Short piers are generally defined as L/T being less than 2.0, and long piers are generally
defined as L/T being larger than 4.0.

The quantity El is the stiffness of the pier section, and f (coefficient of variation of soil
modulus) would be on the order of 60 pounds per cubic inch for the bedrock materials.
These soll modulus values are for high strain levels. If the dimensionless ground
surface pier deflection /pier diameter, is less than 1 percent, these soil modulus values
may be doubled. We further recommend that a reduction coefficient to account for
sloping-ground loading conditions be applied to the sofl modulus as follows:
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C= (KPS'Kag)/(KPI'Kal)

Where:
C = The reduction coefficient to be applied to the soil modulus
to account for sloping ground.
Kps» Kt = Coefficient of passive earth pressure for sloping ground and
level ground, respectively.
Kass K5 = Coefficient of active earth pressure for sloping ground and

level ground, respectively.

In order to determine the structural requirements and load deformation characteristics
of the proposed concrete piers, we would suggest using the elastic theory approach
developed by Matlock and Reese (1962). A condensed version of this approach is
outlined in the NAVFAC Design Manual DM-7.2, Chapter 5, Section 7. We would
suggest that earth pressure coefficients also be obtained from DM-7.2. Chapter 3 of
the NAVFAC Manual (Analysis of Walls and Retaining Structures) provides a figure for
"Active and Passive Coefficients with Wall Friction (sloping backfill)" and a numerical
solution for "Coefficients K, and K, for Walls with Sloping Wall and Friction, and Sloping
Backfill" [pages 7.2-67 and 7.2-69 of the May 1982 Edition]. We recommend that, for
preliminary calculation purposes, an-angle of internal friction of 40 degrees be used to
approximate the actual soil strength parameters representative of the soil conditions at
the site.

Thege recommendations are preliminary in nature. After drilling borings at the site or
obtaining the exact location and specific construction method preferred for this access
ramp, modifications to these recommendations may be anticipated.
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7.2 Parking Lot

The proposed parking lot is to consist of thirty diagonal parking stalls facing the Pacific
Ocean along the eastern portion of the project site. Access would be provided from two
driveways located off of PCH. The driveways would be one-way, allowing for vehicles to
enter through one of the driveways and exit through the other.

The entire area of the parking lot and driveways was cut in the volcanic formational
material during the roadway grading of PCH. The parking areas should be stripped of
all existing deteriorated pavements, all existing vegetation, debris and any other
unsuitable materials. The new pavements should be in compliance with regional
standards of the County of Los Angeles. Unless areas of previously placed fill are
encountered, we anticipate the subgrade to be fairly good quality soils with preliminary
design R-values of greater than 20. We recommend that soil samples be taken of the
subgrade before final design of the pavement sections.

Any surface drainage from the parking lot and driveways should drain away from the
coastal bluffs and towards PCH. '

7.3 Erosion

7.3.1 OQOvervieww

Shoreline erosion and bluff retreat is an ongoing natural process. The California
Coastal Act contains provisions that allow construction of seawalls, revetments, bluff
retaining walls, and other similar shoreline protection measures when necessary to
protect existing structures and when consequential damage to the shoreline can be
m1n|rmzed Coastal Act Section 30253 states that new development shall assure
stabillty and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area, or in any way
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural
landforms along biuffs and cliffs. Ongoing marine erosion may eventually impact bluff-
top improvements not safely set-back from the bluff face. Recognizing that the Coastal
Commission will not allow stopping the marine erosion through implernentation of
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structural measures, consideration should be given to nonstructural solutions suitabie
for mitigating both marine and subaerial erosion.

The coastline at Dan Blocker Beach has not experienced a considerable amount of
erosion in the last 20 to 30 years, but rather fluctuating periods of beach erosion and
accretion caused by storm events. The US. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles
District has collected historic shoreline changes of Santa Monica Bay and plotted the
shoreline changes (USACE, 1992). Figures 6 to 8 present the shoreline changes from
1933 to 1988, as presented in their report.

During our field reconnaissance at the site, numerous erosion features such as rills,
gullies, and vertical scarps, were noted, especially towards the center of the project site.

In the areas where the erosion features were more prominent, stone rip rap has been

dumped in the past on the rock outcrops in front of the bluff face to protect the bluff
from erosion caused be wave action striking the bluff face. Natural and man-made
features have contributed to a wider beach in several areas.

In the western third of the project site, large rocks outcrop within the surf zone creating
a small headland, which traps sand moving within the littoral zone towards the east.
Aerial photographs show a slightly wider beach area just to the west of this rock (see
Photograph No. 1, Appendix A). Similarly, a condominium complex at the very east
end of the project site has a vertical concrete wall with large rock outcrops seaward
from this wall. This structure acts as a groin, trapping the littoral drift of sand and
creating the largest sandy beach area along the entire project site (see Photograph No.,

11).

In addition to runoff caused by precipitation directly on the bluff face, some of the other
factors contributing to subaerial erosion include:

* Burrowing animals inhabiting the bluff face;
* Humans traversing across and recreating on the bluff face; and

* Surface runoff spilling over the bluff top from relatively flat upper platform.
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7.3.2 Non-Structural Alternatives

Based upon our limited reconnaissance and information. obtained concerning the
erosion and geology of the site, the rate of erosion of the bluff face appears to be
minimal. This relatively stable condition is due in part to the current level of the beach,
and in part to the existence of concrete and stone riprap dumped in the past on the
rock outcrops in front of the bluff face. Should the beach profile change due to the loss
of appreciable amounts of sand (thus enabling larger waves to directly break against the
bluff), the rate of bluff erosion could significantly increase. This erosion of the lower
portion of the bluff would oversteepen the lower portion of the bluff and consequently
cause instability in the upper bluff. However, it should be noted that no significant
evidence of this process was observed during the site reconnaissance.

Based upon the geologic condition of the bluffs and the beach erosion observed in the
past 70 years, we recommend that the driveways and parking areas be setback a

“minimum of 20 feet from the bluff face. If the constraints of the project design allow

further setback, consideration of the maximum allowable setback should be given to

‘minimize potential future biuff erosion due to changes in the sand on the beach due to

natural or man-made processes or major storm events causing waves directly stiking
the coastal bluff face.

In recognition of the significant role that subaerial erosion plays in bluff erosion, any
erosion protection policy should include implementation of measures to reduce surface
runoff, groundwater effects, and other activities that create bluff stability problems. It
should be further recognized that human-induced erosion, at least locally, accelerates
the subaerial erosion primarily affecting the coastal bluffs, and fencing or other similar
measures are necessary to discourage foot traffic down the face of the bluff.

As indicated previously, the presence on the bluff face of erosion features, such as rills,
gullies, and near-vertical scarps was noted during our field reconnaissance at the site.
During the grading of the parking areas, any gullies identified in the parking area or
areas to be developed for other recreational uses should be filled with properly
compacted soils and drainage modified to drain any flow away from the bluffs. We
recornmend that any area, between the new parking area and driveways and the bluif
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face, that is not well vegetated, have drought-tolerant vegetation established to

minimize any interim erosion.

Wide, protective sand beaches are clearly the most efficient form of shoreline
protection. If future changes in the beach profile allow waves to strike directly against
the biuff face and detrimentally accelerate bluff erosion, consideration should be given
to a program of beach nourishment to produce a sufficiently wide cross section of
beach to protect the bluffs.

7.3.3 Structural Alternatives

The California Coastal Act contains provisions that allow construction of seawalls,
revetments, bluff retaining walls, and other similar shoreline protection measures when
necessary to protect existing structures and when consequential damage to the
shoreline can be minimized. Any new development shali neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially
alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. Any protective measures to minimize
bluff erosion would require a structural alternative that may alter the natural landforms.

By utilizing a sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation systemn for any concrete
landing for an access ramp to the beach, future undermining by wave action and/or
beach erosion would be mitigated. Other structures not constructed (founded) into the
bedrock beneath the beach sands may require future protection such as riprap.

8 LIMITATIONS

Professional judgments represented herein are based partly on our evaluation of the
technical information gathered, partly on our understanding of the proposed
construction, and partly on our general experience, Qur engineering work and
judgrnents rendered meet the current professional standards; we do not guarantee the
performance of the project in any respect. This warranty is in lieu of all other
warranties, express or Implied.
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We have observed only a small portion of the pertinent soil conditions along the project
site, and have been provided no elevation control for geologic contacts, variations in
shore platform, or beach profiles. Site-specific geotechnical information has been
limited to reviewing existing geologic mapping of the area, and observing exposures on
the coastal bluffs. The recommendations made herein are based primarily on visual
interpretations made during our fleld reconnaissance work. We recommend further
geotechnical investigations as the plans for the site development progress, including
borings at the site. If the plans for site development are changed, or if variations or
undesirable geotechnical conditions are encountered during construction, Group Delta
Consultants, Inc. should be consulted for further recommendations.
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TABLE 1

l SUMMARY OF NEARBY FAULTS

? DAN BLOCKER BEACH

: Maximum Maximum

‘ Fault Credible Probable

: Distance Earthquake Earthquake

: Abbreviated Fault Name ’ (mile) Magnitude Magnitude
Malibu Coast. 1 6.7 4.9
Santa Monica 4 6.6 5.5
Anacapa-Dume 4 7.3 6.3
Palos Verde 11 7.1 6.2
Simi-Santa Rosa 18 6.7 55
Hollywood 20 5.4 5.3
Newport-Inglewood (L.A. Basin) ) 21 6.9 5.6
Santa Susana 21 6.6 6.3
Compton Thrust 22 6.8 5.8

? Sierre Madre (San Fernando) 24 6.7 6.6

; Northridge (E. Ozak Ridge) 24 6.9 5.8
Verdugo 24 6.8 5.5
Oak Ridge (Onshore) 25 6.9 6.2
San Cayeto 26 6.8 6.4
Holser 28 6.5 4,9
San Gabriel 29 1.0 5.6
Raymond 30 6.5 5.0
Elystan Park Thrust 30 6.7 5.8
Channel Island Thrust 30 1.4 6.0
Ventura - Pintas Point 31 0.8 5.5
(Qak Ridge {Blind Thrust Offshore) 31 6.9 . 6.1
Sierra Madre 31 7.0 6.2
Montalvo-Oak Ridge Trend 34 6.6 5.5
Santa Ynez (East) 39 7.0 5.9
Red Mountain 40 6.8 5.9

-

: Note: Fault data (is from CDMGSCE.DAT, Blake (1996).
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APPENDIX A
SITE PHOTOGRAPHS




Axieh %

Pﬁotogagh 1: Looking east at E;an Blocker Beach and rock outerop fro;n

bottom of condominium stairway west of project site.
Pc080098,pg)

?Hot.dg' ra,g' h2: Looking at coastal bluff a-n'd relativeiy vﬁdé'sérié beach on
west side of project area, just west of culvert under Pacific Coast Highway.
(Pc080104.jpg)
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Photoaraph 3: Looking at culvert and associated fili material above culvert
that crosses under PCH. Minor scour can be seen under concrete pad

below culvert that has been protected with minor amount of dumped rock.
(Pc080105.pg)

Photogagh 4 Looking at rock outcroppings égairiét bluff fac;e wi'ugh
starts about 1000 feet west of eastern boundary of project {condominium).
Cobbles and boulders have collected behind and within these large

outecrops.
(PcOBO106,j0g)

A2



Potoaragh
outcroppings against bluff face.
(PcOB0107jpg)

Photograph 6: Large rocks at base of cliff during low tide. MNote algae on
rocks indicate that the sand beach is completely covered during higher tide
levels,

(Pe0801 12 jog)
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Phetograph 7: Large accumulation of rocks at
possibly dumped to protect cliff.

s

bas

Pc080I20,jpg)

i L T - P Ty el e
Photograph 8: Limited area of end dumped road material or slope wash
{colluviurn) in bluffs with a large accurnulation of rocks at base of ¢Hff with
sore possibly durmped to protect cliff.

(Pc080121 jpg)
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Photograph 9: Small raviné in coasta

base of bluff.
(Pe0BO125.jog)

|

Photograph 10: Larger sand beach towards east end of project area.
Beach formed by longshore transport of sand downcoast being trapped by

condominium.
(Pc0B0131,ipg)
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E"—};Btogz'agh 11: Aﬁ&her view of iarée san ‘beéc‘:'ﬁmtbv}ards east e;cr of
project area. large outcroppings of rocks exposed on seaward side of
structure and dumped rock placed against end of wall on shore side for

wave protection.
(Pc0B0132 jpg}

Photoggag 12: Cut terrace over beach at ve east end of proje site.
(Pc08O147 jpg)
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otograph 13: Remnants of old asphalt concrete 'parking area on
terrace over beach at east end of project site.
(Pc080148.jpg) ‘

the cut

Photograph 14: Looking from the existing gate from PCH towards the east
where the proposed parking area is planned.
{Pc080149.jpg}
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Photograph 15: Locking east at roadway
intersection of Corral Canyon Road and PCH can
near the gas station.

(Pc080150.ipg)

Photogr gh i6: Loong west at roadway cut in
(P0B0152 jpg)
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Phgtog[ag—% 17: eat}!‘l:éi;edh fo;m

beach/bluff interface.
{Pc0B0142 jog)

P o ograph 8: atr
1Pc080143,jpg)
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APPENDIX B
EQFAULT OUTPUT




DATE: Thursday, December 21, 2000

B N 2 2 A AR R R T N T I
* *
* EQFAULT *
& *
* Ver. 2.20 *
* *
* %
hkhdkkkkhkhhhhdhhkihkhhkhkhkhdhkhkdh itttk

(Estimation of Peak Horizontal Acceleration
From Digitized California Faults)

SEARCH PERFORMED FOR: GROUP DELTA CONSULTANTS, INC.
JOB NUMBER: 2020
JOB MAME: Den Blocker Beach
SITE COORDINATES:
LATITUDE: 34.0305 N
LONGITUDE: 118.743 W
SEARCH RADIUS: 50 mi
ATTENUATION RELATION: i?) Idriss (1994) Horiz. - Rock/Stiff Soil
UNCERTAINTY (M=Mean, S=Meant+l-Sigma}: M
SCOND: O

COMPUTE PEAK HORIZONTAL ACCELERATION

FAULT-DATA FILE USED: CDMGSCE.DAT

SOURCE, OF DEPTH VALUES (A=Attenuation File, F=Fault Data File): A

——

|

[

DELTA;



Page 1

I | . |MBX. CREDIBLE EVENT| |MAX. PROBABLE EVENT|
f | APPROX. [-——w====m————————e—- | == ]
| ABBREVIATED |DISTAKCE | MAX.| PEAK | SITE || MAX.| PEAK | SITE |
I FAULT NAME | mi (km) |CRED.} SITE |INTENS{|PROB.| SITE |INTENS|
[ | | MAG.|ACG. g| MM || MAG.|ACC. g| MM |
o s e m s [ S j———— | ===—== [ = [ === [ === [===——~ |
| SAN ANDREAS - Mojave 48 ( 77)| 7.10) 0,057¢ VvI || 7.10] 0.057| VI
e L === === e . | ==mmm- | ~=mmm l
|SAN ANDREAS -~ Carrizo 48 ( 77y 7.201 0.06%1| WwI [| 7.20] 0.06l] VI

] __________________________
| SAN ANDREAS - 1837 Rupture
e LR

!

|

I

|

!

;

|

| :
[ mmmmm e s |-—-== |—=—em- f--me- ] =mmmn |----—- j--=--- i

!

!

;

!

!

1

|

1

| WHITTIER 42 ( 67)| 6.801 0.052] VI || 5.90] 0.021] IV
[ CLAMSHELL-SAWPIT 44 { 70)| 6.50| 0.046f VI §| 5.00] 0.010y ZIII
ey T T o oy euaal oazzl vin 11 5.0l 00471 vE |
wowser 1 35 511 o0l 0.0l vt 1| 4.50] 0.018) TV 1
T T U o0l o.eest xr 41 -0l 0.1371 Vil |
i e nioawwe) 35 (&3] 6701 0.088| Vi 11 5401 0.018] 10 |

T | -mmmmemee | -=== | ==m=== |-~ [1-=--= |-~ |--=--- !
| NEWPORT-INGLEWOOD (L.A.Bas| 21 ( 34} | 6.901 0.125] VII i| 5.60| 0.044] VI |

|0AK RIDGE (Onshore) | 25 ( 40)) 6.90| 0.130| VvIII [} 6.20( 0.079] VII
| = o o o | e e | ~=mmem | =mmmem |]-mmmm J == R !
| PALCS VERDES ] 11 { 18)| 7.10} 0.240] IX | 6.2001 0.158] VIII
| = m e Bmmm s | =mmmmm | -=--= [==m=n | - N | --=-- | ==mm- !

FRAYMOND | 30 ( 49)1 6.501 0.0761 VII || 5.001 0.01%] IV

| —===————— e m s 1

|RED MOUNTAIN |

| mm— e m e m e m s | === [==m—- ===~ | === [ |—===- | == | ~~=—=- ]
I SAN CAYETANO I

[ —=m——mm o m s m s e [m==mmm— |===== | === Jarmemm—— [ === [ === - {
| SAN GABRIEL l . .
e === | ==m-= | = |——— | |=—==- | ~~———- [ = |

| SAN JOSE 50 ( 80}| 6.50|] 0.038] v || S.00( 0.008] II
el By | -=mmn R |-————- N | -—-—-- |------ 1
| SANTA MONICA 4 ( Ty) 6.60] 0,444] X 1l 5.50] 0.171] VIII
N ] E ey | === . == mem | ---—= ~mmmmn fmmmee |
|SANTA YNEZ (East) 39 ( 63)| 7.00] 0.066] VI || 5.90] 0.023] IV |



iGROUP"
N

;‘DELTA‘

Page 2
ABBREVIATED |DISTANCE | MRX. |
FAULT NAME | mi (km) [CRED.|

i
| | BPPROK. |———mmm—memm
|
{
I

I | MAG.|ACC. gl

|COMPTON THRUST :";;-;-;;;:—gigal
S |
NommRIoGE (5. onk Ridas) | 20 ¢ 39) 6501
oo T |

|

| MONTALVO-OARK RIDGE TREND | 34 ( 55)! 6.60}
| = mmmm oo | ==mmmmnee | ~mmen !
|OAK RIDGE(Blind Thrust Off| 31 ( 50)| 6.90]

;

PEAK | SITE }| MAX.| PEAK | SITE
SITE |INTENS] [PROB.] SITE |INTENS|
MM || MAG.|ACC. g| MM
o 135 it |1 5.a01 0.0601 wi
o002l w11 1| 5,000 o.0t01 v
Toiaisl 1% I 5801 0124l virl
P I e et ha
o326l % 1 .00l 0.118] wir
T0.175| w1tz |1 5.501 o.0881 VI
Toi100l vir 11 6.10| o.0821 w1
Toiosol wi I .60l o.017l 1w

dhkAhhk kv hkhbh bk hhhidhkddkdd kbbb bbb bwhbbbhkhdhhrhbbhddkdhkdhhrrhkhbrodbbhhkd bbb trdrdddtrddr

-END OF SEARCH- 33 FAULTS FOUND WITHIN THE SPECIFIED SEARCH RADIUS.

THE MALIBU COAST FAULT IS CLOSEST TO THE SITE.

IT IS ABOUT 0.8 MILES AWAY.
LARGEST MAXTMUM-CREDIBLE SITE ACCELERATION:

LARGEST MAXIMUM-PROBABLE SITE ACCELERATION:

0.689

0.425

q

g
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. Highway.

Vl Katz, Okitsu & Associates

Traffic Engineers and Transportation Planners

MEMORANDUM

To: Rebecca Harrington-Smimiotis (E-mail: Rsha@deainc.com)
David Evans Associates, Inc.

From: Walter Okitsu, PE.,
Katz, Okitsu & Associates

Date: December 21, 2000
RE: Dan Blocker County Beach Project . JAQ122
PROJECT LOCATION

Dan Blocker County Beach is located at 26400
Pacific Coast Highway at Corral Canyon Road,
Malibu, California 902635,

BACKGROUND

Parking is permitted along the southbound shoulder
of Pacific Coast Highway. Parking is not permitted 3
along the northbound shoulder of Pacific Coast

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The beach is located along the south side of Pacific Coast Highway (State Rounte 1). Pacific Coast
Highway (PCH) near the project site is a 4-lane roadway, with shoulder parking on the southbound side.
There is a raised 3-foot wide median along this scgment of PCH, The speed limit near the site is 50
MPH. Based on data provided by Caltrans, Pacific Coast Highway cairies, on average, 35,000 vehicles
per day with peak hour trafficjof 3,200 vehicles. Traffic increases to 39,500 trips per day during peak
months.

Even on surmer weekend days, people generally do not park along PCH near the proposed project site
because, due to a chain link fence, they cannot get to the beach. Those individuals that do use the beach
generally walk from other public beaches to the north and south of the site,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project will include the construction of a maximum of 30 paved parking spaces. Access to
the parking lot will be via a one-way access and a one-way egress driveway. A ticket vending machine
will also be installed for the purchasing and dispensing of parking permits.

The project also includes the removal of an existing chain-link fence, demolition of existing pavement
and construction of park site amenities. The project site is approximately 1.69 acres and is located on a
bluff overlooking Dan Blocker Beach. Proposed amenities of the project include bluff top picnic areas

Proposed Dan Blocker County Beach Improvement Profect
Prepared for David Evans Assoctates, Inc. .
December 21, 2000 ) Katz, Okitsu & Associates 1



" Katz, Okitsu & Associates

Traffic Engineers and Transportation Planners

with tables and seating, landscaping, chemical toilet facilities, 2 memorial monument, portable drinking
fountains and bench seating.” The project also includes the construction of a stairway and ramp to allow
beach access and paved walkways that connect the parking area to park site amenities. Site directory and
highway entrance signage would also be provided. Railing barriers would be installed along the site and

Pacific Coast Highway for safety.
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

The proposed parking improvements would not be expected to generate additional trips during the
weekday AM and PM commuter peak periods. In addition, the project would not attract trips during
periods of inclement weather. Instead, the project site would be expected to generats the most traffic
during summer weekends on sunny days, or on days of good surf.

The general, access improvements to the beach, the addition of picnic tables, paving of walkways and
addition of chemical toilets would not be expected to attract a significant number of additional trips, since
similar facilitics are available at adjacent beaches. The number of increased trips would be expected to be
directly proportional to the number of additional parking spaces available to beach goers. The additional
parking spaces should include those on the shoulder of Pacific Coast Highway, which would be free of
charge and newly accessible from the beach.

To calculate the number of daily additional trips that might be created on a busy weekend, Katz, Okitsu &
Associates made the following assumptions:

The parking lot will be designed to provide at most 30 parking spaces.
Parking spaces on the shoulder of P.C H. could accommodate about 30 cars.

The average vehicle is parked for three hours.
Full utilization of parking at this average duration will occur between 11AM and 5PM.

PN~

Based on these assumptions, the project might be expected to generate 240 daily trips. Many of these
trips may be trips diverted from adjacent beaches due to the availability of on-site parking. Since there
are no scheduled events at this location, trips would be expected to arrive and depart during the course of
a day. Assuming regular turmover of the parking spaces throughout the day, the project would be
expected to generate approximately 20 hourly trips.

During the peak summer motths, Pacific Coast Highway is heavily used on weekends; however, an
increase of 20 hourly trips during weekend hours would not be expected to have capacity impacts Pacific
Coast Highway or cross-mountain roadways like Kanan-Dume Road or Malibu Canyon Road. Because
of the raised median island on Pacific Coast Highway, left turns into or out of the site would not be
feasible. Vehicle movements would be restricted to right tums into the parking lot, right tumns out of the
parking lot, and parallel parking maneuvers at the shoulder of Pacific Coast Highway. While some of the
increased trips would be expected to make U-tums at the Latigo Canyon and Corral Canyon intersections,
the relative volume would be small, and would not create adverse operating condittons.

The movement causing perhaps the greatest potential for traffic impact would be the parallel parking
maneuvers at the shoulder. With random turnover of parallel parking spaces, these maneuvers would
occur on the average of once every 6 minutes. This impact would be no greater than at other roadside
parking arcas in Malibu with coastal access.

Proposed Dan Blocker County Beach Improvement Prefect
Prepared for David Evans Associates, Inc,

December 21, 2000 Katz, Okitsu & Associates 2



" Katz, Okitsu & Associates

Traffic Engineers and Transportation Planners

PARKING ANALYSIS

Based on observations at adjacent facilities, it would be expected that on-site parking capacity at the
project facility would be fully utilized during summer weekends and holidays. However, at most times,
the project site will have sufficient parking to accommaodate demand,

Field observations at other nearby beaches with pay parking show that beach goers typically prefer to
park on Pacific Coast Highway at no cost rather than pay parking fees. It is estimated that about 30
parking spaces are available on the southbound side of Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the project site.
Once these spaces and those in the new lot are taken, beach goers will be forced to drive on to other beach
areas.

CONCLUSIONS

Significant traffic impacts are not anticipated on peak beach days or on other days of the year. Weekend
traffic generation will be greater than weekday traffic géneration; however, due to the small size of the
proposed facilities, significant traffic capacity issues are not expected as long as the site driveways are
designed to acceptable standards.

FAKOAYa0122§a0122.doc

Proposed Dan Blocker County Beach Improvement Profect
Prepared for David Evans Associates, Inc.
December 21, 2000 Katz, Okitsu & Associates 3
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TABLE 1
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

i

RUN DATE: 1/2/01
ROADWAY SEGMENT: PCH
INOTES : EXISTING

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 35000  SPEED (MPH): 50 GRADE: 1
TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES
DAY EVENING NIGHT
AUTOS |
75.51 12.57 9.34
M-TRUCKS
1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 28.5 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
* % CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
EL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 72.61

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL




TABLE 2
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

. RUN DATE: 1/2/01
| ROADWAY SEGMENT: PCH
! NOTES: EXISTING PEAK

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *

 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 39500 SPEED (MPH): 50 GRADE: 1
‘ TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES
| DAY EVENING NIGHT
: AUTOS
75.51. 12.57 9.34
:M-TRUCKS _
i 1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
|ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 28.5 STITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
g
' * * CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
|CNEL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 73.13

. DISTANCE {FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
i 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL




i e

TABLE 3
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

RUN DATE: 1/2/01
RORDWAY SEGMENT: PCH
NOTES: WITH DAN BLOCKER

1

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *

\VERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 39740 SPEED (MPH): 50 GRADE: 1
TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES
DAY EVENING NIGHT
AUTOS
i 75.51 12.57 9.34
1-TRUCKS
1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
- ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 28.5 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
* * CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
CNEL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 73.16

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
70 CNEL €5 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL













Appendix 1.G -
Previous MND/IS (Prepared March 2003 and
Adopted November 2003)






MITIGATED NEGATIVE
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Marina del Rey, California 90292

Prepared by:

David Evans and Associales
200 North Haven Avenue, Suite 300
Ontario, California 91764
Karen Ruggels, Project Manager
(909) 481-5750

Draft: April 12, 2001
Final: March 2003
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
e s ———

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study evaluates and identifies the potential environmental impacts which may result from the
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project proposed for development on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top
located at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu south of Pacific
Coast Highway; north of the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean; west of Corral Canyon Road; and
east of Latigo Point. The proposed project would include the construction of a maximum-30an approximate
13-space parking area, beach access in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities (picnic tables, bench
seating, potable drinking fountains, trash receptacles, anodized bluff handrailing, a walkway and landscaped
areas) and a restroom facility (chemical toilets).

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (Department) is serving as the Lead Agency for the
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. Section 21067 of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
defines a Lead Agency as the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving
a project which may have a significant affect on the environment. As the Lead Agency, the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works has the authority to oversee and approve the environmental review
process, as welt as the design and construction of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

As part of the environmental review process for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project, the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works has authorized the preparation of this Initial Study. The Initial Study
provides a basis for understanding whether there are environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project and, where environmental impacts are likely to occur, if such impacts could be significant. The
purposes of this Initial Study, as stated in Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, are as follows:

N To provide the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works with information to use as
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an environmental impact report or negative
declaration for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project;

a To enable the Los Angeles County Depariment of Public Works to modify the project,
reducing or eliminating any adverse impacts before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the
project to qualify for a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration;

u To assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required, by focusing the EIR on the effects
determined to be significant; identifying effects determine not to be significant; and explaining
reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not be significant,

- To identify whether a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process can be used for the
analysis of the project’s environmental effects;

u To facilitate the environmental review of the project early in its design;

] To provide documentation for findings in a negative declaration that the project would not
have a significant effect on the environment;

n To eliminate unnecessary environmental impact reports; and

MNDY Initial Study Draft: April 12, 2001; Final: March 2003
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Introduction (continued)

u To determine whether a previously prepared FIR can be used for the project.

Based on the findings of this Initial Study, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has
determined the environmental review needed for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, is a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND). According to Section 21064.5 of CEQA and Section 15070 of the CEQA
Guidelines, a MND is a statement that describes the reasons why the proposed project would not have a
significant effect on the environment by itself or because revisions to the project have been made to avoid
or reduce the potential adverse impacts of the project to levels considered less than significant and that
there is no substantial evidence before the Lead Agency that the project, as revised, may have a
significant effect on the environment. The recommended mitigation medsures presented in this Initial
Study would be incorporated into the project. The MND signifies that the project, as revised, would not
require additional environmental analysis in the form of an EIR.

13 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on the findings of the preliminary environmental analysis in Section 3.0 of this Initial Study, the
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project has the potential for creating significant adverse impacts on a number of
environmental issues during construction and operation.

Mitigation measures have been developed to ensure that the project’s significant adverse impacts are mitigated

to levels considered less than significant. These measures would need to be incorporated into the proposed Dan
Blocker Beach Project. They include the following:

n Air Quality

To ensure that construction ctmissions do not affect adjacent residents, the following measures are
recommended:

Use of watering for dust contro! during clearing, grading and construction.
Soil disturbance should be terminated when high winds (>25 mph) make dust control
extremely difficult.

e Limiting grading/soil disturbance to as small an area as practical at any one time.

n Geology and Soils/ Hydrology and Water Quality

To ensure impacts associated with erosion and structural stability of the development, the following
measures are recommended:

Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the bluff face.

o Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face
of the bluff.
. During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas

to be developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to
drain any flows away from the bluff face.

e ]
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Introduction (continued)

Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that are not well vegetated should
be planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion,

A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation system for a concrete landing for the access
rampstairway should be constructed 1o undermine wave action and/or beach erosion.

The access rampstairway should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial
erosion processes,

The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconmaissance Report for Dan
Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed.
Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade before final
design of the rampstairway and parking area. After these samples are taken the
recommendations in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach
prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 may be modified depending on the
findings. If modified findings result from the samples, those findings should be
implemented, as maodified.

With the incorporation and implementation of these mitigation measures, the potential adverse impacts
associated with the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project would be avoided or reduced to less than significant

levels,

MND/ Initial Study
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SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION
W

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Regional Setting

The proposed project site at Dan Blocker Beach is located in the City of Malibu, within Los Angeles County,
and is bounded by Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) to the north, Escandido Beach to the west, Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area to the north-cast, Puerco Beach to the east and the Pacific Ocean to the
immediate south. Dan Blocker Beach is approximately 11.1 actes and consists of four noncontiguous parcels.
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) is a 4-lane highway and is located north of Dan Blocker Beach. PCH traverses
the City of Malibu from east to west along the Pacific Coast. Figure 1, Regional Map, shows the project site in
a regional context.

Los Angeles County encompasses approximately 2,613,000 acres (4,083square miles) in southern California,
north of Orange County, south of Kem County, east of Ventura County and west of San Bernadino County.
Development of Los Angeles County started in the 1900°s, and over 70 percent of the urban development has
occurred since the 1940%s. Approximately 1,133 square miles has been devoted to urban use, more than 97
percent of which is located south of the San Gabriel Mountains. Dan Blocker Beach is located in the western
portion of Los Angeles County. Dan Blocker Beach is designated as Open Space in the Los Angeles County
General Plan and is zoned Public Open Space.

Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu, which was incorporated in 1991. Prior to its
incorporation, the land use within the City was governed by the Malibu Land Use Plan (LUP) and the
County of Los Angeles General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The extent of development in Malibu today is
a reflection of the planning practices of the County of Los Angeles and the California Coastal Commission.
In 1990, the City had 11,643 residents, but unlike other newly incorporated cities in Los Angeles County,
Malibu’s growth rate has not been rapid. The Malibu General Plan (1993) projected 12,063 residents for the
year 2000 and a 12.6 percent growih rate over the decade. The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project
site is located within the coastal zone. In accordance with the California Coastal Act, a Local Coastal Program
(LCP) is currently being prepared for the Malibu area.

In 1990, there was approximately 12,552 acres of land within the City of Malibu. The City has many
environmental constraints, such as steep hillsides, extreme fire hazards and sensitive environmental resources.
Additionally, land value within the City is very high as compared to surrounding areas of Los Angeles County.
As a result, the City has a low rate of development, vacant land accounting for 60 percent of current land
use and making up approximately 7,296.5 acres. This land is essentially natural, consisting of trees, brush,
scrub and grassland. Residential land makes up 22 percent and housing stock consists of an estimated 6,010
dwelling units in the area. The remaining 15 percent of current land use is composed of open space. The
City of Malibu contains several unique natural resources including the combination of mountains and
ocean.

Development along the Californian coast in the project vicinity began in the 1920's, gradually spreading into
the hills and canyons. The community of Malibu, was seen as a haven for those preferring a quieter, more
tranquil, coastal community. Malibu still combines elements of both rural and beach area communities,
attracting many seasonal residents in addition to its permanent residents. Residential development is
interspersed with neighborhood service facilities such as restaurants and grocery stores with more intensive
land uses clustered on PCH. One of the largest concentrations of residential neighborhoods is located at Point

MND/Initial Study Draft: April 12, 2001; Final: March 2003
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Project Description (continued)

Durme, approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the project area. As retaining the rural character of Malibu is
important, there is no traditional commercial center in the City. Commercial development is scattered and
mainly located along PCH, contributing to just two percent of all land use in the city.

Project Background and Site Information

The Dan Blocker Beach Project site is located at 26000 Pacific Coast Highway, in the City of Malibu on the
northern rim of Santa Monica Bay, west of Corral Canyon Road, and east of Seagull Way. Dan Blocker
Beach includes the formerly designated Corral Beach, totaling approximately 11.1 acres. Dan Blocker
Beach includes four noncontiguous parcels. The coasfline in the area has been heavily impacted by public use,
shoreline erosion and residential development. The location of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project is
approximately 1.92 acres and located in the central eastern portion of the beach. Figure 2, Vicinity Map,
and Figure 3, Aerial Photograph, illustrate the project site and its surrounding areas,

The Beach was originally donated to the State of California by Lome Greene and Michael Landon in
memory of Dan Blocker. The County of Los Angeles was then given the property by the State of
California. The beach has remained largely undeveloped. Dan Blocker Beach is designated as Open Space
in the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Malibu General Plan. Surrounding land use to the east is
mobile home residential and commercial development; to the west is mobile home residential with some multi-
family residential; and directly adjacent to the north of the site is recreation vehicle park and rural residential
land.

Dan Blocker Beach is located where the Santa Monica Mountains meset the bay, which has caused the
formation of nearly vertical sea cliffs. The coastline in the area is quite irregular and rocky due to the cuts
made by numerous canyons. Some of the coastal canyons intersecting this area from west to east include
Latigo Canyon, Solstice Canyon and Corral Canyon. Dan Blocker Beach contains both level areas and
steep cliffs. The beach’s width fluctuates between 20 feet tol50 feet. On the proposed site, there is an
approximate 15-foot rocky embankment at the edge of the parcel. At the top of this embankment, the bluff
is approximately 50 to 65 feet in width. Various culverts intersect the site within the proposed project area
and extend to the edge of the cliff. The majority of the proposed site is relatively flat.

The proposed site of the Dan Blocker Beach Project is immediately accessible from PCH. Pedestrian access
to the beach has been provided by informal trails randomly located along the beach embankment. Latigo
Shores Drive is located west of the proposed site and is an unpaved road that has been built to allow fire
access to the surrounding residential development. The proposed project site is fenced along its northern
perimeter and is partially covered with vegetation and deteriorated pavement. Power utility poles line the
northern side of the site.

e e e |
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Source: Microsoft Streets and Trips 2000

Figure 2

VICINITY MAP

Dan Blocker Beach Project
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Project Description {continued)

2.2  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Physical Characteristics

The County of Los Angeles Department of Beaches and Harbors is proposing the construction of a parking
area with a-maximum-of 30approximately 13 diagonal parking spaces, park site amenities, and as-aluminum
rampa stairway for beach access on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. The proposed project site consists of
approximately 1.92 acres of vacant land, fencing, and deteriorated paving. The existing deteriorated paving
and fencing would be demolished as part of the project. Visitors currently park along PCH and access the
beach by private stairways located at residential units. The residential units are located adjacent to the east
of the project site and down the beach west of the project site.

The proposed project would include development of an approximate i3-space parking area and park
amenities located at the eastern portion of the bluff top, as shown in Figure 4, Project Location Map.
These improvements would be located in an area of approximately 600 linear feet and would have a width
of approximately 50 to 65 feet. The-maximum-30-Approximately 13 disgonal parking stalls would be
facing the Pacific Ocean along the southern portion of the project site. The proposed parking area surface
would be decomposed granite. The parking area may be paved in the future with asphalt. Beach access in
the form of an-aluminum-rampa stairway would also be constructed. The rampstairway would extend from
the bluff top to the beach level and would include concrete landings at each end. The proposed project
would start at the edge of a gully located at the eastem portion of the site.

Park site amenities would include picnic tables, bench seating, potable drinking fountains, irash receptacles,
anodized bluff handrailing and chemical toilets. The proposed chemical toilets would be located on a
concrete pad and enclosed in a cinder block structure. Walkways to join the parking area with the park site
amenities and beach access would also be provided. Bench seating, over looking the ocean, would be
provided along the walkways. An anodized aluminum handrail would extend the entire length of the
project site, parallel to the bluff. Additionally, 2 memorial monument, plague and slot box for payment to
use the parking facility would also be located on the proposed project site.

Access to the project site would be provided from a one-way driveway off PCH. The ingress and egress
portion of the driveways would be gated with locking steel gates for security. Traffic directional signage
would be provided to regulate vehicle movement from PCH to the proposed project site. A standard
approved guardrail would be constructed between PCH and the proposed project site.

Landscaping would also be provided as part of the proposed project. Landscaping wounld include native
species and naturally non-invasive plants, which would provide erosion control. Temporary irrigation
would be installed to the landscaped areas of the site and would be removed upon establishment of the
landscaping. Drainage of the site would be directed towards PCH and would not drain onto the beach.

e . . . ]
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Project Description (continued)

2.3  OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT

The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors seeks to accomplish the following
objectives with the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project:

n To meet the public demand for beach access and parking, through the provision of a public
permanent parking facility and ABA-cemplisntbeach access.

u To provide park site amenities at Dan Blocker Beach including picnic tables, viewing areas,
and public restrooms that meet County standards.

2. 4 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

A discretionary decision is an action taken by a government agency (County of Los Angeles) that calls for the
exercise of judgement in deciding whether to approve a project. The proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project
would require the following specific discretionary approvals from different departments of the County,
including the County Chief Administrative Office, the Department of Public Works, as well as the County
Department of Beaches and Harbors_and the County Board of Supervisors. The California Coastal
Commission would be a responsible agency for the project.:

[ Approval of Environmental Review - The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and the Los Angeles County Department
of Beaches and Harbors would need to complete the environmental review process for the
project.

¥ Approval of Project — The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the County Chief |
Administrative Office, the Department of Public Works and the Department of Beaches and
Harbors would need to apprave the proposed project, as designed.

| Coastal Approval — As a responsible agency, The-the Califomia Coastal Commission would
need to issue a Coastal Development Permit for the project prior to construction.

Other ministerial actions for the proposed project would include the following:

u Approval of Site Plan ~ The County Chief Administrative Office, Department of Public
Works and the Department of Beaches and Harbors would need to approve the site plan for the
proposed project for compliance with Cigy-County regulations.

N Approval of Building Plan — The Los Angeles County Chief Administrative Office,
Department of Public Works and the Department of Beaches and Harbors would need to
approve the building plans for the proposed project.

S ——
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' SECTION 3: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
e ————————— 1
The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors is proposing the development of a parking area,
beach access in the form of a rampstairway, and park site amenities at a 1.92 acre site located on a bluff top at
Dan Blocker Beach. This section evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and
provides explanations of the responses to the Environmental Checklist found in Appendix A of this
document.

The Environmental Checklist is based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines provides a list of questions that correspens directly to the legal standards for preparing
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs), Negative Declarations, and Mitigated Negative Declarations
(MINDs). The environmental issues evaluated in this Initial Study include the following:

= Aesthetics » Land Use and Planning

»  Agriculture Resources »  Mineral Resources

*  Air Quality * Noise

* Biological Resources = Population and Housing

= Cultural Resources = Public Services

*  Geology and Soils «  Recreation

= Hazards and Hazardous Materials * Transportation/ Traffic

. »  Utilities and Service Systems

Hydrology and Water Quality

The environmental analysis in this section is patterned after the questions in the Environmental Checklist.
Under each issue area, a general discussion of existing conditions is provided. The Environmental
Checklist questions are then stated and an answer is provided according to the environmental analysis of the
project’s imepacts. To each question, there are four possible responses:

* No Impact. The proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project will not have any measurable
environmental impact on the environment.

= Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will have the potential for impacting the
environment, although this impact will be below thresholds that may be considered significant.

= Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project will have potentially
significant adverse impacts which may exceed established thresholds, although mitigation
measures or changes to the project’s physical or operational characteristics will reduce these
impacts to levels that are less than significant. Measures, which may reduce this impact, are
identified.

= Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project will have impacts which are considered
significant and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce
these impacts to insignificant levels. When an impact is determined to be potentially
significant in the preliminary analysis, the environmental issue will be subject to detailed
analysis in an environmental impact report (EIR).

The references and sources used for the analysis are also identified after each response.

- ________ . _____ ___ __ . . . _ . __ . . ____J
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Environmental Analysis (continued)}

31 AESTHETICS

The project site is approximatety 1.92 acres and is located on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan
Blocker Beach is located in the County of Los Angles and in the City of Malibu. The beach is
approximately 11.1 acres and consists of four noncontiguous parcels, which are separated by privately
owned residential developments (see Figure 3, erial Photograph). Dan Blocker Beach is bounded by the
Santa Monica Mountains to the north and the Pacific Ocean to the south. PCH, a four- lane scenic highway,
is also located north of Dan Blocker Beach and separates the beach from the Santa Monica Mountains. Dan
Blocker Beach is a narrow strip of beach with rocks protruding through the sand (north of the Barsocchini
property) curving around to the wider, less rocky beach south of Corral Canyon Road. The height of the
bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach vary depending on the amount of sand on the beach and range from being near
vertical in many areas to a slope of approximately 1:3 (horizontal: vertical).

Views of the Santa Monica Bay Coastline and the Pacific Ocean, as well as extensive views of the coast to
the west and the east, can be seen from the bluff tops at Dan Blocker Beach. On clear days, views of
Catalina Island and the headlands at Point Dume and Palos Verdes can be seen from the Dan Blocker Beach
bluff tops. The Santa Monica Mountains that paralle) the coast provide a rugged and scenic backdrop to the
beach and can be seen to the north of the beach. Lifeguard towers and portable restrooms are located at the
. eastern portion of Dan Blocker Beach and are visible from the surrounding areas. The residential
developments, which separate the Dan Blocker Beach parcels, can be viewed to the east and west of the
beach bluff tops and to the north of the sandy areas of the beach. From the sandy areas of the beach, views
generally focus on the bluffs and residential developments to the north, the Pacific Ocean to the south and
the Santa Monica Coastline to the east and west.

The proposed project site is located in the central portion of Dan Blocker Beach’s bluff tops. The portion of
the bluff top where the project site is proposed 1o be located is approximately 15 to 20 feet in height. The
majority of the site is relatively flat and is traversed by large drainage culverts. The proposed project site is
typically 50 to 65 feet in width, with no structures on-site, A chain-link fence is located at the northern
boundary of the site, and utility poles and overhead power lines also run along the northern houndary of the
site. The site is covered with vegetation and portions of the site contain deteriorated pavement.

Views from the site include a residential unit and coastline in the distance to the east, PCH and the Santa
Monica Mountains to the north, open bluff top and residential units located farther down the coast to the
west, and the Pacific Ocean to the south. Views of the proposed project site can be seen through the chain-
link fence located at the northern boundary from motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians traveling along
PCH. In the farther distance, the Pacific Ocean can be seen by motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians
traveling along PCH. Views looking west of the project site from the residential unit and down the coast
include the vegetated and vacant bluff top, which partially includes the proposed project site, coastline, and
clustered residential units, Views of the project site just east of the residential unit are blocked by a
residential building. Views looking east of the project site from the clustered residential units and bluff top
include vegetated and vacant bluff top, which partially include the proposed project site, coastline, a
residential unit, and additional development located down the coast. Figures 5a, Sb, and 5c, Site
Photographs, illustrate views of and from the proposed project site.

(Sources: Site Survey and Project Location Map)

R
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

A, Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is currently vacant and {3 located along the Malibu
coastline. The proposed project would include development of a-maximum—30-space—parking—areaan
approximate 13-space parking area, a rampstairway to provide beach access from the bluff top to the beach, and
park site amenities. Views of the Pacific Ocean and Dan Blocker Beach's vacant bluff tops can be seen from
PCH (located north of the project site), from the east and west of project site, as well as from the project site.

PCH is identified as a scenic road of visual importance in both the City of Malibu and Los Angeles County
General Plans. Corral Canyon Road, located to the northeast of the proposed project site, is also identified as a
sceni¢ road. The proposed project site is not identified as a scenic vista. The closest scenic element to Dan
Blocker Beach is Little Point Dume Cove Bluffs, located at Point Dume approximately 2.5 miles to southwest
of the proposed project site.

The tallest amenity being proposed as part of the project is a one-story restroom facility, which would be
approximately 10-feet in height. Other project features include a parking area, an aluminum handrail,
landscaping, walkways, driveways and a K-rail to divide access from PCH. The development of the project site
would not significantly block views of the ocean from PCH and to the east and west of the project site, Views
of the project site from the beach located south of the project site would change from a bluff top to a parking
area, sampstairway, and park site amenities. The Santa Monica Mountains would still be visible from the beach.
Views of the ocean would still be available through unused parking spaces, the park site amenity atea and
directly to the west and east of the proposed development. The proposed restroom would be one-story and
views would be available surrounding the restroom facility. Additionally, the project proposes bench seating
and picnic tables, which would provide visitors to Dan Blocker Beach viewing areas of the ocean to the south
and the Santa Monica Mountains to the north, as well as the coastline located east and west of the project site.
Thus, the project would include minimal improvements and would ot have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista.

{Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, and Project Location Map)

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed site is vacant; no scenic trees, rocks, or historic buildings have
been identified on the site. PCH is located to the north of the proposed project site and is considered a scenic
highway. The proposed project would be small in scale and is not expected to adversely effect PCH. No
impacts are expected.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, Los Angeles County Plan, Site Visit and Project Location Map)

C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?

Less than Significant Impact. No structures are located on the proposed project site, which contains
vegetation and is partially covered with deteriorated pavement. A chain-link fence is located along the
northern portion of the site. A residential unit is located adjacent to the east of the project site and a cluster
of residential units are located down the coastline to the west of the project site. The proposed project would

include development of a—aximum 30-space-parking-areaan approximate 13-space parking area, access

rampstairway to the beach, driveways, and various park site amenities.
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Environmental Analysis (contimied)

Additionally, the proposed development would include a one-story restroom (approximately 10-feet in height).
The restroom would include two chemical toilets and wonld be enclosed in a small scale block structure, which
would not significantly block views of the ocean from PCH, Views of the ocean would still be available from
cither side of Lhe restroom facility. Cars would be parked in the proposed parking area but would not
significantly block views of the ocean from PCH. Breaks in the development of the restroom facility and other
proposed park site amenities would provide views of the ocean. Additionally, views of the ocean would still be
available over the parked cars.

The proposed development would also include landscape, which would be in compliance with the County

of Los Angeles and the-City of Malibu-regulations. Landscaping of the proposed site would limit the visual
impact of parked cars as seen from PCH or from resideniial homes in the area. The project would have a
less than significant impact on the existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan, Site Survey, Site Location Map, and Project
Location Map)

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which wonld adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not include light fixtures or nighttime lighting.
The proposed restroom facﬂtty, as well as other park site amemtles would be constructed of non-reﬂectwe

proposecl parkmg area would he open ﬁ-om dawn to dusk. Therefore no hgbt would be created from vehlcle
headlights exiting or entering the parking arca. Additionally, during the daytime, parked cars may create some
glare from the sun reflecting off them. The potential glare from cars parked on-site is not expected to create a
significant impact.

(Sources: Profect Location Map, Site Location Map, and Site Survey)

3.2 AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

The proposed project site is located on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan
Blocker Beach is owned by the County of Los Angeles and is within the City of Malibu. The proposed
project site is identified in both the City of Malibu General Plan and the Los Angles County General Plan as
open space. The proposed project site is not used for agriculture and is not identified for agricultural uses
either in the Malibu General Plan or the County of Los Angeles General Plan. Traditional forms of farming
and ranching are only practiced on a small area of land within the City of Malibu. Horticulture and horse
ranches are more common within the City of Malibu. Horticulture amounts to approximately 0.2 percent,
(24.8 acres) of all land use in the City and includes orchards, vineyards and nurseries.

A, Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The praject site is not located within a designated agricultural or horticultural area. The closest
agricultural lands are located approximately four miles southwest of the project at Point Dume. The proposed
site has been designated as Open Space and is not identified as farm!land under the Farmiand Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, the City of Malibu’s General Plan and/or in the
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Environmental Analysis {continyed)

Los Angeles County Plan. Thus, no impact to important farmlands is anticipated with the development of
the proposed project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan and Site Survey)

B. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? '

No Impact. The project site is vacant and is zoned Public Open Space. There are no agricultural lands
nearby or on the site. The closest agricultural lands are located at Point Dume, approximately four miles
southwest of the project and at Puerco Canyon, located approximately 0.5 mile to the east of the project site. No
impact is anticipated on agricultural zones or uses. as a result of the proposed project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan Program and Site Survey)

C.  Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The proposed project is currently vacant open space and is not located on existing farmland.
Therefore, the proposed project would not convert agricultural land to non-agricultural uses and no impacts are
expected.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan and Site Survey)
33 AIR QUALITY

The project site is a bluff overlooking the coast, south of the Santa Monica Mountains and north of the Pacific
Ocean. The climate in the area is considered as a dry summer subtropic or Mediterranean climate,
characterized by hot, dry summers and cool, moist winters. Skies are generally clear from midsummer through
fall. Heavy cloud cover and fog occur during spring and early summer. The climate at Dan Blocker Beach is
mild and pleasant year-round, with maximum temperatures ranging from 55 and 65 degrees Fahrenheit in
winter and between 65 and 75 degrees Fahrenheit in summer. Sea breezes come from the south and southwest.
Seacoast fog and warm marine air from the open sea keep the climate comfortable through the summer days
when temperatures are high. Sea breezes from the Pacific Ocean generally blow smog inland by mid-moming
each day.

The project site is located at the western section of the South Coast Air Basin. Existing levels of ambient air
quality and historical trends and projections in the project area are best documented from measurements made
near the project site. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) operates an air monitoring
station in the Northwest Coast of Los Angeles County (Station No. 2 in West Los Angeles) that monitors
carbon monoxide, ozone and nitrogen dioxide levels. Table 1, Air Quality Monitoring Data, summarizes the
last three years of published monitoring data from the SCAQMD monitoring station near the site.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum
Pollutant/Standard Observed Levels
1997 1998 1999

Carbon Monoxide

1-Hour > 20 ppm 0 0 0
8-Hour> 9 ppm 0 0 0
Max, 1-Hour Cone. (ppm) 7.0 7.0 6.0
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 4.4 4.5 3.8
Ozone 6 1 4
1-Hour > 9.09 ppm 0 | ¢
1-Hour > 0.12 ppm 2 0 0
Max, 1-Hour Conc. {ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide

I-Hour > 0.25 ppm ¢ 0 0
Max. 1-Hour Conc. {ppm) 0.14 0.13 0.13
Inhalable Particulates (PM;)

24.-Hour > 50 pg/m’ - - --
24-Hour > 150 pg/m® - - -
Max. 24-Hour (ug/m®) - - -
Particulates {TSP)

Max 24- Hour (pg/m®) 93* 91* 138
Particulate Lead

1-Month > 1.5 pg/m’ - - -
Max. 1-Month (pg/m’) - - -
Particulate Sulfate

24-Hour > 25 ug/m’ 0 0 0
Max. 24-Hour (pg/m’) 14.0* 11.2* 13.9
* - less than 12 months of data
Source: SCAQMD

The data shows that air quality in the project area is generally good, although ozone levels occasionally exceed
standards, A trend towards better air quality can be seen, since the frequency of smog alerts, especiaily those
considered unhealthy for all people, has dropped considerably in the last decade.

The Federal Clean Air Act (1977 Amendments) required that designated agencies in any area of the nation not
meeting national clean air standards must prepare a plan demonstrating the steps that would bring the area into
compliance with all national standards by December 31, 1987. The South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) could not
meet the deadline for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, or PMyg. The SCAQMD and the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1979,
but revised it several times subsequently as earlier attainment forecasts were shown to be overly optimistic.
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Enviranmental Analysis (continued)

Tn 1988, the California Legislature enacted the Califomia Clean Air Act (CCAA), which requires that regional
emissions be reduced by five percent per year, averaged over 3-year periods, until attainment can be
demonstrated. Each area that did not meet a national or state ambient air quality standard was required to
prepare a plan which demonstrates how the five percent reductions wonid be achieved. In July 1991, the
SCAQMD adopted a revised AQMP, which was designed to meet the CCAA requirements, The 1991 AQMP
deferred the attainment date to 2010, consistent with the 1990 Federal Clean Air Act.

The 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) required that all states that have airsheds with "serious"
or worse ozone problems submit a revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The 1991 AQMP was
modified/adapted and submitted as the SCAB portion of the SIP. The 1991 SIF submittal estimated that an 85
percent basin-wide reduction in volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions and a 59 percent reduction in
oxides of nitrogen {NO,) between 1990 to 2010 was needed to meet federal clean air standards. About 40
percent of these reductions were to come from existing pollution control programs. The rest would come from
new rules, technologies, or other reduction programs.

In 1996, EPA approved the 1994 submiital of the SCAB portion of the SIP. The Federal Clean Air Act
required that an updated plan be submitted by February 8, 1997, which included attainment plans for all
pollutants exceeding federal standards. The CCAA requires an update of the State-mandated clean air plan
every three years. An updated 1997 AQMP was locally adopted. The California Air Resources Board (ARB})
forwarded this plan on to EPA for its consideration and recommended approval. The 1997 AQMP was
designed to meet both federal (EPA) and state (ARB) air quality planning guidelines. The currently proposed
regional attainment planning for ozone (VOC and NO,) and for carbon monoxide (CO) calls for emissions
reductions of around 66 percent for VOC, 56 percent for NO,, and 66 percent for CO. Within the AQMP, some
measuces considered "long-term reductions” require additional technological development. There is no clear
scientific consensus that the 1997 AQMP update will be able to achieve its mandatory clean air objectives by
the end of 2010.

A 1999 Amendment to the proposed SIP Revisions was developed that accelerates the schedule for a
pumber of new SCAQMD rules and regulations. The 1999 SIP Amendment is believed to meet the court-
ordered acceleration of the rate of progress. The 1999 Amendments were approved by the California ARB
on January 27, 2000. EPA staff has proposed approval of the amendments and formal EPA approval of the
1999 SIP Amendment is expected in the next few months.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, SCAQMD Air Quality Monitoring Data, SCAQMD CEQ4 Handbook, and
Site Survey)

A. Waonld the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No Impact. The project site is designated as Open Space, and has been considered as existing and future
open space in the development of the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The structures proposed at
the site include a parking area, picnic tables and chemical toilets, which would not be large enough to alter
air movement, moisture, or temperature or change the climate of the area. The proposed project would
provide beach improvements and is not inconsistent with the AQMP of the SCAQMD. The emissions
associated with the proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds (with mitigation for fugitive
dust emissions) and thus, the project would have no significant adverse impacts on regional air quality, The
beach improvements would not conflict or obstruct implementation of the AQMP.

(Sources: SCAQMD AQMP, SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Malibu General Plan, and Site Location Map)

M
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Environmental Analysis {continued)

B. Wonld the project violate any air quality standard or confribute substantially to an existing
or projected zir quality violation?

Less than Sippificant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed beach improvements would lead to
construction emissions that may affect regional air quality. The proposed improvements (picnic tables,
chemical toilets, walkways, railing, landscaping, parking area, parking ticket machine, monument, and stairway
ramp) would involve limited construction or ground disturbance activities during an estimated 90-day
construction period. Grading of the 1.92-acre site may generate 110 pounds of fugitive dust per acre per day or
approximately 186 pounds per day. This pollutant emission would exceed SCAQMD thresholds. The
following measures would reduce short-term fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent and would make impacts
less than significant.

o Use of watering for dust control during clearing, grading and construction.

s Soil disturbance should be terminated when high winds (>25 MPH) make dust contrel extremely
difficult.

s Limiting groding/soil disturbance to as small an area as practical at any one time.

Many of the facilities (tables, trash receptacles, chemical toilets, monument, parking ticket machine, railing, and
signs) would be pre-fabricated at off-site locations and would only involve installation at the site. Due to the
limited construction activities that would occur at the site {as needed for the walkways, toilet pads, table areas,
and stairway-ramp) and their short-term occurrence (90 days), these impacts are not expected to be significant,
Estimates of construction emissions are provided in Table 2, Project -Related Emissions.

Vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed beach would lead to vehicle emissions along
roadways leading to and from the site and possibly throughout the region. These emissions are estimated
using the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) Urbemis7G computer model. Table 2 provides the

resuits of the modeling.

Pollutant | Construction | Construction Projected Vehicle Operation
Emissions* Thresholds Emissions Thresholds
ROC 5.30 75 2.56 55
NO, 61.59 100 5.68 55
CO 0.26 550 20.46 550
PMjo 21.61 150 1.79 150
* Assumes the use of two pieces of equipment during grading and three pieces during
construction.
Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and CARB Urbemis7G.

As shown, vehicle emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, and the proposed Dan Blocker Beach
Project would have no significant adverse impacts on air quality. While ozone standards are occasionally
exceeded in the project area, ozone levels are not expected to be adversely affected by the proposed project.
As shown, ROC and NOx emissions (which are the precursors of ozone) from the project would be less
than SCAQMD thresholds. Also, the developrent of the Dan Blocker Beach improvements would provide
parking and picnic areas nearer to the vrban areas of Los Angeles, allowing beachgoers and surfers from the
Los Angeles area to travel shorter distances before reaching a convenient beach location. Thus, beneficial
air quality impacts may actually occur due to shorter vehicle trips.

Drafl: April 12, 2001, Final: November 2002
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Envirgnmental Analysis (continued)

No long term stationary emissions are expected from the project, since no power or gas service to the site
would be provided as part of the project. Also, on-site picnicking and beach-going activities are not
expected to involve or generate on-site emissions. No barbecue grills are proposed which may generate
particulate emissions.

{Sources: SCAOMD CEQA Handbook, CARB Urbemis7G, and Site Location Map)

C. Would the project result in a comulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed beach project would not generate air quality emissions that
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Impacts associated with fugitive dust would be short-term and would
easily be reduced by implementation of standard dust control measures. Assuming that future users of Dan
Blocker Beach are current beachgoers and users of other area beaches, the diversion trips due to the
proposed project would lead to improvements to local air quality. Thus, the project would not lead to any
cumulative increase in air pollutants or ozone levels in the project area.

(Sources: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook and AQMF)
D, Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impaet. The construction emissions have the potential to affect sensitive receptors
located near the site. Impacts on adjacent residences would be limited to fugitive dust during grading and
excavation and emissions from on-site construction equipment. Predominant wind patterns come from the
south and southwest, and emissions from the site would not be windblown to the residences located east and
west of the site. There are no homes located directly north of the site. Rather, Pacific Coast Highway and
an approximately 360-foot high cliff rising from the site are found to the notth of the site. The nearest
homes to the north and northeast (predominant wind direction) are located approximately 576 feet-to the
ortheast and 960 feet to the north. Due to the timited construction activities, the direction of predominant
winds, and the distance of sensitive receptors that may be potentially affected, less than significant adverse
impacts from construction-related emissions are expected on sensitive receptors.

According to the Dan Blocker County Beach Project Traffic Report prepared by Kaiz, Okitsu and
Associates {December 21, 2000), the proposed project would generate approximately 240104 daily trips.
Emissions associated with the estimated 240104 vehicle trips to and from the site would be dispersed
throughout the regional roadway network and would not be concentrated in any one area. Also, since these
trips are likely to be diversions of existing trips to beaches located farther from the urban areas of Los
Angeles, no additional pollutant concentrations that may affect sensitive receptors are expected from the
project.

(Sources: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Malibu General Plan, USGS Malibu Beach and Point Dume
Quadrangles, and Site Survey)
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Environrmental Analysis (continued)

E. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

No Impact. The proposed project would not handle large quantities of solid waste materials, chemicals,
food products, or other odorous materials and has no potential to create objectionable odors. On-site
picnicking and beach-going activities are not expected to involve or generate odorous emissions. No
barbecue grills, which may generate smoke and odors, are proposed. Chemical toilets would be cleaned and
maintained regularly in accordance with the County Department of Beaches and Harbors’ maintenance
schedule and are not expected to generate objectionable odors. Thus, no impact in terms of objectionable
odors is expected from the beach improvement project.

(Sources: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook and Site Location Map)
34  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4 biological resource assessment and impact analysis has been prepared by Pacific Southwest Biological
Services, Inc (January 18,2001) to analyze the biological impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.
The study is provided in Appendix C, and the findings are summarized below

The California coastline contains natural habitats for several rare and endangered species. The most extensive
natural eoastline in Los Angeles County is within the Malibu Coastal Zone (MCZ). The project site is located
within the MCZ. The MCZ marine resources along the Malibu coast include kelp beds, tide pools, marine
fisheries, offshore 1eefs, sandy beaches, rocky headlands, sea lion haul outs, coastal dunes, and isolated
wetlands. Additionally, MCZ supports a rich and diverse fauna of mammals, reptiles, aMPHibians, birds and
invertebrates, which includes a number of endangered and threatened plants and animals. The location and type
of vegetation in the MCZ depends largely on the type of soil and amount of moisture available during annual
periods of drought from approximately April to October.

The State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) has identified the entire coastline from Point Magu to
Latigo Point as an Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS). The SWRCB defines a ASBS as an area
“requiring protection of species or biological communities to the extent that alteration of natural water quality is
‘undesirable”, The proposed site is located less than a half a mile to the east of ASBS.

The California Coastal Act of 1976 defines “environmentally sensitive arcas as “any area in which plant or
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in a
ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments”. The
Coastal Act requires that these areas be identified and protected from any loss or degradation. According to the
City of Malibu General Plan, the Malibu Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Land Use Plan identifies those habitats in
the MCZ which meet the Coastal Act definition of “environmentally sensitive areas” as areas which include
habitats that are unique, rare, restricted in distribution or extremely fragile; marine areas designated as ASBS by
the SWRCB; rare and endangered species habitats as defined by the State Department of Fish and Game or the
tU.8S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and habitats that are recognized for their extremely high biological productivity
and importance as specialized wildlife feeding, nesting or breeding grounds. Although the MCZ does not
currently have a LCP, the City of Malibu General Plan’s Conservation Element lists areas that meet the crileria
and legal definitions of an environmentally sensitive area, as well as those areas adjoining sensitive habitat
which functionally related to, or act as a buffer to, the sensitive habitat area. The project site is listed as an
Significant Ecological Area in the City of Malibu General Plan’s Conservation Element.

Los Angeles County has identified areas of Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), which are ecologically fragile
or important land and water areas that are valuable as plant or wildlife habitat. The project site is identified as
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Environmental Analysis {continued}

an SEA. Areas near the project site that are also identified as SEAs include Point Dume, a portion of Zuma
Canyon, a portion of Malibu Canyon, upper La Sierra Canyon, Heptic Gulch, Malibu Creek State Park Buffer,
Tuna Canyon, and Cold Creek Canyon.

The project site is not regarded as a site for sensitive biological resources. It contains several non-native weed
plants mixed with remnant Venturen Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation. Substantial areas on-site are covered
with pavement and devoid of vegetation of any kind. In others, pavement rubble is only partially obscured
by the weedy species.

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is characterized by an infestation of several non-native weed
plants mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation which consists of Beach Buckwheat
{Eriogonum parviflorum), California Sagebrush {(Artemisia californica), Goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii),
California Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf Sumac (Malosma lauring), and Coyote Brush
(Baccharis pilularis). The more conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include Hottentot-fig
(Carpobrotus edulis), Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia incana),
Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum), the latter being a
dominant species on the slopes, and located on the majority of the site, and adjacent ocean-side slopes.
Substantial areas are covered with pavement and devoid of vegetation of any kind. In other areas on the
project site, pavement rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy species.

Thirty plant taxa were observed at the project site during the biological survey. Theses are listed Appendix
1 of the Biological Resources Asscssment and Impact Analysis found in Appendix C to this Initail Study.
The plant taxa observed on-site are typical of disturbed and remnant scrub habitats of the region. None of
the observed taxa are sensitive in any state, federal or conservation listings.

Sixteen species of fauna were observed on the project site during the biological survey. They included one
retile and fifteen birds. The Western Fence Lizard {(Sceloporus occidentalis), one of the most common
western lizards, was observed. Common and widespread resident bird species observed atop the bluff
include the House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), California Towhee (Pipilo crissalis}), Ametican Crow
(Corvus brachyrynchos), Rock Dove (Columba livia), Black Phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), and Anna’s
Hummingbird (Calypte anna). Also observed was an abundant migrant and frequent winter visitor, the
White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys). Observed on the beach and flying just offshore were the
Heerman’s Gull (Larus heermani), Ring-billed Gul (Larus delawarensis), and California Gull (Larus
californicus). Shorebirds observed on the beach were the Black-bellied Plover {Pluvialis squatarola),
Marbled Godwit (Limosa fedoa) and Sanderling (Calidris alba). Observed on the water just offshore was
the Califomia Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), a common to very common non-
breeding visitor. Nesting colonies of this species are listed as Endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). However, nesting occurs only
on off-shore islands, generally uninhabited, without mammalian predators.

Appendix 3 of the Biological Resources Assessment and Impact Analysis lists those sensitive plant and
animal taxa repotted from the Malibu Beach and Point Dume, California quadrangles in the California
Departments Fish and Game Natural Diversity Data. Only one of these, the Southern California Rufous-
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site and characteristics are summarized below. Due to the high
degree of disturbance of the site, none of these other organisms are expected to occur on the project site.

Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens)

LISTING:  USFWS - Species of Concem
CDFG - Species of Special Concern
DistrmuTioN:  Coastal southem California from Santa Barbara County south into Baja California, Mexico.
HABITAT:  Sparse, low scrub, often mixed with grasses on rocky slopes, California Sagebrush (Artemisia
californica) is often present in scrub inhabited by this sparrow.
STaTUs:  Uncommon to fairly common but localized resident. Listing is based on concern that this
species is among the most sensitive to habitat fragmentation and edge effects.

One individual of this species was observed in the disturbed scrub near the eastern boundary of the site.
Because of the highly disturbed nature of the site, the species is not expected to breed at the project site.

The proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach would be small in scale. Although the flora on site would be
removed with the proposed development, it is not listed as a sensitive habitat. The Southern California Rufous-
crowned Sparrow is not expected to breed on the project site. Thus, no significant impacts are expected.

Provision of access to the beach area would generate additional disturbance in an otherwise dynamic littoral
strand habitat. Uses on Dan Blocker Beach include surfing and swimming, The proposed project would
atlow for public access to portions of Dan Blocker Beach could possibly increase the amount of visitors to
the area. The increase of human presence on the beach strand is anticipated to have minimal impact.
- Impacts to the project site are not considered significant due to the highly disturbed nature of the site.
Additionally, the proposed development would be in compliance with the California Coastal Act and
guidelines for SEAs.

Although the proposed project would not create significant impacts, the following recommendations (listed
in the January 21, 2001, Biological Resources Assessment and Impact Analysis) should be incorporated into
the proposed development to further minimize any impacts.

* Removal of any vegetation, without proactive revegetation, will allow for invasion or reinvasion by the
noxious African Fountain Grass. For this reason, revegetation of the site immediately upon completion
of development should occur, both for erosion control and to prevent recurrence of undesirable weedy
species,

* As an addition to the railing system at the bluff-top edge, a low wire fencing with the capability of
preventing trash from the park area from reaching the beach and ocean is recommended.

B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the project site is characterized by an infestation of
several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Serub vegetation which consists
of Beach Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum), California Sagebrush {(Artemisia californica), Goldenbush
(Isocoma menziesii), California Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf Sumac (Malosma laurina),
and Coyote Brush (Baccharis pilularis). The more conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include
Hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis), Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

incana), Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisefum setaceum), the latter
being a dominant species on the slopes through the majority of the site and adjacent ocean-side slopes.
Substantial areas are covered with pavement and devoid of vegetation of any kind. In other areas of the
project site, pavement rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy species. The plant taxa observed on-
site are typical of disturbed and remnant Scrub habitats of the region. None of the observed taxa are
sensitive in any state, federal or conservation listings. No riparian habitat is located on the project site.

Although the flora on site would be removed with the proposed development, it is not listed as a sensitive
species. Thus, a less than significant impact is expected.

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, veraal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removat, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Less than Significant Impact. The project site does not contain wetland habitat as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act. The project site is located to the north of the Pacific Ocean and the Santa Monica Bay,
which would be considered wetland habitat. The proposed development would increase runoff and erasion on
the project site. lmpacts associated with the increase in erosion and runoff are addressed below in Section 36
Geology and Soils and Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality. Implementation of mitigation measures
recommended in those sections would decrease impacts to below a level of significance.

D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less than Significant Impact. The Malibu coastline contains a variety of native resident migratory fish and
wildlife. Appendix 3 of the Biological Resources Assessment and Impact Analysis (found in Appendix C of
this document) lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu Beach and Point Dume,
California quadrangles in the California Department of Fish and Game’s Natural Diversity Data (CNDDB).
Only one of these, the Southem California Rufous-crowned Sparrow was observed on the project site in the
distarbed scrub near the eastern boundary of the site. Because of the highly disturbed nature of the site, the
species is not expected to breed at the project site.

The proposed project would be small scale and would not include any large structures, which would block
migratory birds. Additionally, the project site is not designated as a wildlife corridor. The proposed project is
not expected to significantly interfere with the movement of wildlife.

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. Los Angeles County has identified areas of Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), which are
ecologically fragile or important land and water areas that are valuable as plant or wildlife habitat. The project
site is identified as an SEA. As discussed above, the California Coaslal Act requires that these areas be
identified and protected from any loss or degradation. The proposed project would comply with SEA design
compatibility criteria and performance review. The project site is listed as an Significant Ecological Area in the
City of Malibu General Plan’s Conservation Element. The project is also located within the coastal zone and
would comply with the 1976 California Coastal Act. The proposed project would comply with the SEA
regulations, City of Malibu regulations for Significant Ecological Areas and the Coastal Act and would not be
in conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
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Environmental Analysis {continued)

F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Censervation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above the project site is identified as a SEA in the County of Los
Angeles General Plan and City of Malibu General Plan. Additionally, the project site is located within the
Coastal Zone, No sensitive plant or animal species are identified on the project site. Also, the project site does
not contain sensitive habitat and is not designated as a wildlife corridor. The proposed development would be
in compliance with the California Coastal Act and guidelines for SEAs.

Provision of access to the beach area would generate additional disturbance in an otherwise dynamic littoral
strand habitat. The increase of human presence on the beach strand is anticipated to have minimal impact
and is not regarded as significant due to the highly disturbed nature of the site.

35 CULTURAL RESOURCES

An archaeological resources study has been prepared by ASM and Affiliates (February 19, 2001) to analyze
the cultural resource impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. The study is provided in Appendix
D and the findings summarized below.

Archaeological and ethnographic information indicate that area in the vicinity of the project has been
occupied by Native Americans for nearly 9,000 years. Coastal Archaic period sites have been characterized
by somewhat undifferentiated shell middens, few bifaces and dart points, and abundant milling equipment.
They range from large residential bases to small temporary camps and resource exploitation loci. The
Middle Period, starting roughly 3,000 years B.P. and lasting until 800 year B.P., is characterized by more
types of beads and ornaments than before, and a shift from rectangular to circular beads. This period,
within which five phases can be distinguished archaeologically, encompasses the Middle Canalino, early
Late Mainland, late Intermediate Horizon, and late Campbell Tradition. The Late Period is defined by the
presence of Olivella callus beads and clam disk and cylinder beads. This period terminates 1804 A.D., and
in the project area subsumes the Chumash Tradition. The latler is the tradition associated with the
contemporary Native American population of the region.

A review of site records disclosed that no archaeological sites have been recorded within the project
property, nor has it been subjected to previous survey or other archaeological study. Information provided
by South Central Coastal Information Center at Califomia State University, Fullerton indicates that 10
separate studies have been conducted within a half-mile of the project. These and other archaeological
studies have resulted in the identification of 4 prehistoric resources within a half-mile radius, all of which
are shell middens; no historic archaeological sites have been recorded. Similarly, no properties listed on the
California State Historic Resources Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Momuments are
within a half-mile of the project property. Additionally, the entire 1.92 acre project site was thoroughly
examined at 5 to 10-meter intervals. Except for paved areas, ground visibility was generally good to
excellent throughout the parcel and more than sufficient for the detection of any archaeolngical resources.
No problems were encountered accessing and surveying all portions of the project area.
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Environmental Analysis {continued)

A Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

No Impact. As discussed above, four prehistoric resources have been identified within a half-mile radius of
the project site, all of which are shell middens, No historic archaeological sites have been recorded
surrounding the project site. Similarly, no properties listed on the California State Historic Resources
Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic Landmarks, California Points of
Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments are within a half-mile of the project
property. The records search and an intensive field survey of the site did not result in the identification of
any prehistoric or historic cultural resources on-site. The project site does not contain any significant
historic resources. Thus, no impact is expected.

(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey)

B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.57

No Impact. The record search conducted for the project indicates that no cultural resources have been
recorded within the project property, and the intensive field survey did not result in the identification of any
prehistoric or historic cultural resources on-site. Historic disturbances of the project site would have
probably destroyed any extent cultural resources. It is concluded that implementation of the project will not
result in adverse direct or indirect impacts to significant and California Register of Historic Places cligible
cultural resources. \ Therefore, no impacts are expected.

(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey)

C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

No Impacts. The project site contains deteriorated pavement and fencing, which indicates that the site has been
previously disturbed. Encountering paleontological resources during site excavation is remote, because of prior
site disturbances and the limited excavation that will be required for the project construct. Not impacls to
paleontological resources are anticipated

D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No Impact. As discussed above, no prehistoric or historic resources are located on the project site. No
formal cemeteries are located on the project site. Therefore, no impacts are expected.

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

A Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report has been prepared by Group Delta (December 26, 2000) to analyze the
geologic impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. The studies are provided in Appendix E and the
Sfindings summarized below.

The proposed project site can be characterized as a highway bench cut into the hillside in the lower slopes of
the Santa Monica Mountains. The hillside extends down to the Pacific Ocean forming a coastat bluff over a
narrow sandy beach. The proposed project site is located on a bluff that is approximately 10 to 20 feet high. The
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

slopes of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach range from being near vertical in many areas to approximately 1:3
(horizontal: vertical),

The project site is situated in the western region of the Santa Monica Mountains near the base of the southerly
descending flanks in the City of Malibu. Geologic units located in the vicinity of the project site include
Holocene beach sands, Pleistocene-age older alluvial sediment deposits on the top of the hillside north of the
roadway, and Miocene-age volcanic rocks exposed in the coastal bluffs and roadway cuts, Within 2,000 feet of
the project site is located a middle to late Miocene-age meta-sedimentary formation and landslide debris. Minor
isolated fills also exist throughout the site as gully infill, erosion repairs, and minor roadway grading. The
proposed project site is located on several soil types including: Conejo Volcanics, Monterey Formation, Older
Surficial Sediment, Landslide Debris, Residual Soils, and Artificial Fill.

The project site is located within the seismically active area of Southemn California. There are no known active
faults located on the proposed project site. The nearest potentially active fault is the Malibu Coast Fault system
located about 2,000 feet north of the project area. The nearest inactive fault is the Latigo Fault, located below
the project site, along the beach. A

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, City of Malibu General Plan, Report and
General Soil Map of Los Angeles County, California, Site Survey, and Geotechnical Reconnaissance)

A, Would the project expose people or structures to potential snbstantial adverse effect,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of 2 known fault?

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a seismically active region. The Malibu Coast
Fault system is located about 2,000 feet north of the project area and is an active fault system. No active
segments of the active Malibu Coast Fault system are known to trend or through the project site. The Latigo
Fault is an inactive fault and mapped with an east-west trend, below the project site along the beach. Like other
areas, the proposed project site would be subject to strong ground shaking should an earthquake occur. Since no
active faults trend toward or traverse the project site, no ground rupture is anticipated to occur on-site.
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to potentially adverse effects in a significant
manner.

{Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Site Location Map, Los Angeles County Safety
Element, and Los Angeles General Plan)

B. Would the project be subject to strong seismic groundshaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would expose visitors to the project site to hazards
associated with groundshaking during an earthquake event from the Malibu Fault System and other nearby
faults. Due to the proximity of the Malibu Fault System, groundshaking hazards could lead to severe
ground accelerations, causing personal injury and property damage, depending on the magnitude of the
earthquake and the distance of the site to the epicenter. However, the proposed project does not include any
structures other than a one-story restroom facility, and it would be constructed to meet the regulations of the
Uniform Building Code. Thus, the impact of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, and Los
Angeles General Plan)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

C. Would the project be subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. The potential for liquefaction is generally a function of age, type, and looseness of cohesionless
sediments. Additionally, the depth of groundwater also will determine the potential for liquefaction.
Relatively young (Quantemary), coarse-grained (sandy), loose sediments associated with shallow ground
water would have the highest susceptibility to liquefaction during a significant seismic event, The soils
located on the proposed project site are underlain by volcanic bedrock, which is an older soil type.
Permanent groundwater on-site can be anticipated to be near sea level. Liquefaction potential on-site is
considered very low. Thus, no hazards associated with liquefaction are anticipated with the proposed Dan
Blocker Beach Project.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element,
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

D. ‘Would the project be subject to landslides?

No Impact. The volcanics at the proposed project site are exposed in the coastal bluffs and in the roadway
cut. These volcanics are stable at close to vertical cut inclinations. The minor instability of the bluff slopes
along Dan Blocker Beach has been developed by oversteepening and weathering of the bluff face as a result
of wave erosion and/or subaerial erosion. Older landslide debris are located to the west and east of the
project site. Landslides in the project area are associated with the Monterey Formation, which is a thin-
bedded, platysiliceous shale. The Monterey Formation’s thin-bedded, platysiliceous shale is not found
within the project area, except for possibly underlying part of the shore platform.

A minor amount of colluvial material, which is associated with an ancient landslide, debris flow from
alluvial deposits, and/or dumped material associated with the grading of PCH is located west of the center
of the proposed project site in the coastal bluff. However, the proposed project site is not located on a
formation that is subjected to landslides and no landslides are expected to occur on the project site.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Mulibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, and
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

E. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Dan Blocker Beach has not experienced a considerable
amount of erosion in the last 20 to 30 years, but rather fluctuating periods of beach erosion and accretion
caused by storm events. Dan Blocker Beach bluff tops currently undergo minor erosion caused by wind,
tain, irrigation, and uncontrolled runoff. Where these processes have occurred, riling and minor gullying
have resulted. Bluff top retreat occurs as a result of major storm events. Additionally, waves can create
erosion of coastal bluffs. Elevations of the shore platform along Dan Blocker Beach range from
approximately two to eight feet Mean Sea Level, allowing waves less than one foot high to break along the
base of the sea cliff during periods of high tides. Any significant erosion from the sand currently on the
beach would allow larger waves to break against the sea cliffs. Along the portion of the bluff where the
proposed site is located, stone and concrete rubble is located on the natural outcrops at the beach. The stone
and concrete at the beach protect the bluff against waves striking the base of the bluff and result in less
acceleration of biuff erosion.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

The proposed project site is partially covered with deteriorated pavement and with vegetation. The proposed

project would include development of a parking area, a rampstairway to provide access to the beach and |

park site amenities. The proposed development would increase the amount of runoff and bluff erosion on
the site. As part of the proposed project, runoff and storm water wou!d be directed towards PCH and into an
existing drainage system. Additionally, human activities, such as foot traffic down the bluff that may occur
as a result of the increased visifors to the site, would also create additional erosion of the bluff, The Coastal
Act Section 30253 states that new development shall assure stability and structural integrity, and neither
create nor contribute significant erosion, geologic instability, and/or destruction of a site or surrounding
area. Additionally, the Coastal Act states that new developments may not require the construction of
proteclive devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

Based upon the geologic conditions of the bluffs, historic beach erosion at Dan Blocker Beach, and the
increase in erosion caused by the proposed project, the following mitigation is recommended:

»  Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the bluff face.

o Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face of the
bluff.

*  During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas to be
developed should be filled with properly campacted soils and should be modified to drain any flows
away from the bluff face. .

= Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that is not well vegetated should be planted
with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion,

o A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation system for a concrele landing for the access
rampstairway should be constructed to undermine wave action and/or beach erosion.

o The access rampstairway should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial erosion
process.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to below a level of
significance.

(Sources: Los Angeles County Safety Element, USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, California
Coastal Act, and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

F. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, snbsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project site is located on a volcanic formation,
which is considered to be stable. The sampstairway and parking area development would be built with in
compliance with the County of Los Angeles regulations. The proposed project site Geotechnical
recommendations for the parking area and rempstairway construction are stated in the Geotechnical
Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach, prepared by Group Delta and dated December 26, 2000, These
recommendations are presented below and would need to be implemented in order to reduce impacts associated
with the structural geotechnical stability of the proposed project to a level below significance.

»  The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Repart for Dan Blocker Beach
prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed.

s Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade befare final design of
the rampstairway and parking area. After these samples are taken the recommendations in the
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated
December 26, 2000 may be modified depending on the findings. If modified findings result from the
samples they should than be implemented.

(Sources: USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, Report and
General Soil Map of Los Angeles County, California, and Point Dume and Malibu Beach General Plan)

G. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

No Impact., The project site contains a variety of soil types including: Conejo Volcanics (Tevaz); Montery

Formation (7m); Older Surficial Sediments (Qoa); Residual Soils; and Artificial Fill. Additionally,
Landslide Debris (Qs) has been mapped in the project area. Table 3, Soil Types and Characteristics,
describes the characteristics and colors of the soils located o site.

Type of So Formation Color Composition
An andesitic breccia formed in | Pinkish-grayto | Unsorted, very large to
Conejo Volcanics (Tevaz) | the middle of the Mioceneage | brown _ small, angular fragments
of andesitic to tuffaceous
matrix,
Montery Formation (7i) Formed during middle to late | White to dark Thin bedded, platy,
Miocene age. brown. siliceous shale.
Older Surficial Sediments | Pleistocene-age N/A Alluvial sediments
{Qoa) consisting of
unconsolidated to weakly
consolidated, pebble-
cobble gravel, sand, and
sift.
Landslide Debris (Qls) Older landstide debris N/A Displaced blocks of
associated with the Monterey alluvial sedimenis, terrace
Formation. deposits, and/or volcanics.
Residual Soils Formed over volcanic bedrock | Dark to medium | Plastic, clayey and silty
formation are present where brown. sand.
volcanics have not been cut as
part of PCH.
Artificial Fill Associated with the grading of | N/A | NA
PCH and/or repair of past
localized slumps, erosion
features, or with existing beach
erosion.

The project area is considered to have high shrink and swell soil characteristics by the Los Angeles County
General Soils Map, and the residual soils may be expansive. The proposed project would develop only minor
structures and is not expected to create a significant hazard associated with expansive soils. The proposed
project would be in compliance with the Uniform Building Code (1994). Thus, no significant impacts are
expected to occur with the construction of the proposed project.

M
MND/Initiaf Study Drafi: April 12, 2004; Final: November 2002
Dan Blocker Beach Profect FPage 3-22



B.

Environmental Analysis (continued)

{Sources: Los Angeles County General Soils Map and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

H. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the nse of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of

waste water?

No Impact. The proposed project would not include a septic tank., The proposed restroom facility would
include chemical toilets. Thus, no impacts associated with soils suitable for septic systems would occur.

{Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map)
3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

A hazardous material is defined as any substance that may be hazardous to humans, animals, or plants, and may
include pesticides, herbicides, toxic metals and chemicals, volatile chemicals, explosives, and even nuclear
fuels or low-level radioactive wastes. Although the City of Malibu does nof contain a wide variety of industries
and land uss, there are still uses which generate or handle hazardous materials. These sites present hazards
associated with accidental spills, contamination, fire, explosion, and improper disposal. Major truck routes on
PCH also pose hazards associated with accidental spills during transport.

No underground storage tanks, clarifiers, or groundwater wells are located on the project site. Additionally,
surface drains, drums or hazardous wastes are present. The site is not located near industrial land uses.
Hazardous wastes handlers in the vicinity include Pepperdine University, located at 24255 PCH, approximately
two miles east of the project site and a gas station, located at 23641 PCH, approximately 2.5 miles east of the
project site. There is another gas station located to the immediate east of the project site and a photo lab, located
at 23852 PCH, just over two miles east of the project site. Toxic waste has not been reported on any of the sites
but these land uses utilize hazardous materials and generate hazardous wastes.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey and, EPA Envirofacts Database)

A, Would the project create a significant hazard to the public, or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

No Impact. The proposed development would not use, generate, transport or dispose of hazardous
material, nor be involved in the handling of hazardous materials, which might create public health hazards.
No significant hazards to the public related to hazardous materials are anticipated as a result of the project.

{Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map)

Would the praject create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonable foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the development of the project
amenities may involve some hazardous materials use, such as paints, thinners, cleaning solvents, oil, and
grease. Additionally, during operation of the proposed project, some quantities of cleaning solvents may be
used. Possible temporary use of pesticides and/or herbicides may also oceur. However, due to the small
scale of the development, quantities of hazardous materials would be minimal. Hazardous material use
during construction and operation would be made in accordance with existing federal, state and local
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

regulations. Thus, no significant impact regarding the release of hazardous materials into the environment is
expected from the project.

(Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map)

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed schaol?

No Impaet. The nearest school to the project site is Webster Elementary School located in the Civie Center
Area, about 2.5 miles east of the site. The school is separated from the project site by vacant land,
residential areas and open space. The proposed project includes the development of a parking area, beach
access in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. The proposed project is
not expected to emit or handle hazardous materials other than small quantities of cleaning solvents and
possible temporary use of pesticides and/or herbicides. Uses of these small amounts of hazardous materials
would be in accordance with local, state and federal law. No impacts are anticipated regarding hazardous
emissions to the surrounding schools.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, and Site Location Map)

D. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. The proposed site is currently open space and no hazardous materials are located on-site. There
are land uses near the site which may utilize, generate, store, or dispose of hazardous materials. These include
Pepperdine University, located at 24255 PCH approximately 2.0 miles east of the project site, and a gas station,
located at 23641 PCH, approximately 2.5 miles east of the project site. There is another gas station located to
the immediate east of the project site and a photo Jab, located at 23852 PCH, just over two miles east of the
project site. The gas station located immediately east of the project site is the only hazardous material operator
within a one mile radius of the project site. Development on the proposed project site is not expected to create
a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

(Sources: Site Survey and Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database)

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport
and approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA
clear zones and safety zones of the airports. Thus, the proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach would
not be subject to the hazards associated with the surrounding airports.

(Sources: Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan,
and Los Angeles County General Plan)

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

R I I e e e i
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Environmental Analysis (continued)}

No Impact. As indicated above, the project site is located approximately 15-17 miles from the nearest
airports at Santa Monica and Van Nuys. There ate no other airstrips located near the site. Thus, no impacts
associated with private airstrips would occur as a result of the project.

(Sources: Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan,
and Los Angeles County General Plan)

G. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact. The proposed project includes development of a parking area, beach access in the form of a
rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. The project site is located adjacent to PCH, which
is the major arterial in the City of Malibu, as well as for coastal communities in the area. PCH may be used
for evacuation and emergency response. The proposed project is not expected to interfere with evacuation
of the site or surrounding area.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Project Description, and Site Survey)

H. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed site is located in an area with a high proportion of undeveloped
land and open space. The foothilis of the Santa Monica Mountains are located to the north of the project site
and have a high fire hazard potential. Additionally, the City of Malibu has been identified as an extreme fire
hazard zone by the California Department of Forestry and the County Fire Department.

Wildland fires inevitably occur as a part of the natural revegetation cycle of the California landscape located
near the proposed development. Often the loss of structures by fires is due to the inappropriate siting of
structures or flammable landscaping. For the area adjacent to the project site there are records of woodland fires
occurring frequently throughout the last ten years.

There is flammable brush, tall grass and shrubs adjacent to the site, which may create wildfire hazards. The
proposed development would include a parking area, beach access in the form of a rampstairway, park site
“amenities and a restroom facility. The proposed development would not introdnce either residential or
commercial uses to the site and people would be using the site on a temporary basis, Additionally, PCH
separates the site from the Santa Monica Mountains to the north of the project site. Thus, less than significant
impacts are anticipated.

(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)
38 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The coastal Los Angeles area is located within the Los Angeles Hydrologic Basin, encompassing as area of 500
miles. The Los Angeles Hydrologic Basin extends from the Santa Barbara — Ventura County line in the north to
the Los Angeles — Orange County line in the south. The hydrologic basin can be further subdivided into
Hydrologic units (HU), Hydrologic subunits (HSU) and Hydrologic subareas (HAS). The project site at Dan
Blocker Beach falls under the hydrologic unit of Malibu, the hydrologic area of Point Dume and the hydrologic
subareas of Corral Canyon and Solstice Canyon. The Malibu HU is located on the western slope of the Santa
Monica Mountains and is therefore characterized by mountainous terrain and small stream valleys. On the

MND/Initial Study Draft: April 12, 2001; Final: November 2002
Dan Blocker Beach Praject Page 3-25



Envirommental Analysis {continued)

south side are sloping marine terraces and long sandy beaches along Santa Monica Bay. In several instances
along the coast, the marine terrace is minimal and the mountain slopes descend to the shore.

The surface waters of the Malibu HU have typical coastal stream traits, in that the amount of natural runoff
is highly variable. Most of the runoff is during and after the rains of late autumn and winter, flowing from
January through April. As a result, the runoff is intermittent in many streams and more constant in higher
mountain streams. The annual flow of runoff varies widely on an annuel basis, and the region experiences
both wet and dry periods.

Sixty-two watersheds have been identified within the boundaries of the City of Malibu, including small,
coastal terrace watersheds located within a few hundred feet of the ocean and large watersheds, which drain
the Santa Morica Mountains. The largest watershed is the Malibu Creek Coastal watershed, which drains
approximately 74, 000 acres (115 square miles).

The Corral Creek Watershed is located within the project area. The Corral Creek Watershed is associated
with a small coastal stream draining Corral Canyon and a small number of tributary streams also. The
stream reaches the ocean at Dan Blocker Beach, and the highway spans the creek with a low bridge. The
watershed is small, totaling 2,800 acres. Dan Blocker Beach is just a small portion of the Corral Canyon
watershed and is located on its coastal edge. The Solstice Creek Watershed is also a small coastal creek
adjacent to the west portion of Dan Blocker Beach and, like Corral Creek, has several small tributary
streams. The Solstice Creek Watershed is mountainous. The Solstice Creek traverses the eastern area of
Dan Blocker Beach and flows under PCH through a 20-foot culvert, with a watershed area equivalent to
2,800 acres. '

Due to the vesy steep and impervious nature of various small watersheds within the Malibu Coastal Zone
(MCZ), accompanied by the rapid runoff of low and variable rainfail, there are no local dependable surface
water supplies and very limited groundwater supplies within the MCZ, The factors affecting groundwater in
project area are seasonal and annual precipitation patterns, topography, soil and rock permeability and
faults. Rock formations in the area are not conducive to holding groundwater, and the dominant
groundwater recharge in the City is groundwater flow from the upper portions of the watersheds. Other
sources of recharge include cainfall, streamflow, irrigation runoff and septic system disposal. There is
difficulty in quantifying the Malibu area’s subsurface recharge and discharge due to the complexity of the
area’s subsurface flow. No designated groundwater basins occur in the area.

Dan Blocker Beach is located in the 5-year and 100-year flood plains for Corral Creek and Solstice Creek.
Stream flows increase rapidly in response to heavy rains. The coastline edge of the project is also within the
100-year coastal flood zone. Storms can also generate waves that reach heights of 15 feet and cause coastal
flooding. When combined with high tides and strong winds, higher than normal elevations along the coastline
can be affected. Coastal flooding and shoreline erosion results, which can damage structures and facilities
located along low-lying portions of the shoreline.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Los Angeles County Plan)
A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of a parking area, beach
access in the form of a ssmpstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. The proposed project
would include paving, such as asphalt and/or decomposed granite, in portions of the project site. The
increase in pavement on-site would increase the amount of storm water runoff from the proposed site, as
well as grease and oil from the parked cars. The proposed project would not involve soil sedimentation or
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

pollutants that are generally associated with heavy industrial uses and activities. The amount of oil, grease,
and storm water associated with the parking area development would be small and is not expected to
significantly impact water quality. The proposed project would be in compliance with Los Angeles
County’s water quality regulations. Additionally, storm water would be directed towards PCH and travel
into an existing drainage system. No waste discharge is expected with the development of the project.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan and Regional Water Quality Control Board)

B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop te a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Typical sources of groundwater that may exist in the Dan Blocker Beach’s
coastal biuffs include natural groundwater migration from the highland areas just north of the bluffs and
infiltration of bedrock material on the platform surface above the bluffs by rainfall. In a rainy month, it can
be anticipated that groundwater seepage existing in the bluff would occur. The volume of groundwater
existing in the bluff face throughout the project site boundaries would vary from locauon to location, and
between rainy seasons and drought years.

The proposed project site does not serve as a recharge area for local groundwater. The proposed project
would include the development of a parking area, beach access in the form of a eampstairway, park site |
amenities and restroom facilities on the currently vacant site. Development on-site would cause some of the
rainwater that would otherwise have percolated to the groundwater to become runoff. The surface of
impermeable areas on the project site would be proportionately very small to the surrounding area. No
substantial impact on the groundwater level of nearby wells is anticipated with the proposed project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)

C. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Storm water runoff flowing through the project area from
Dan Blocker Beach, PCH, and adjacent watersheds, such as Corral and Solstice Canyons. The runoff flows
directly from the mountainsides to the beach, most being channeled into drainage control structures to
protect the highway. Soil compaction, paving and other constructed improvements in the area have greatly
increased surface runoff, necessitating storn drain structures to accommodate the flows. Large channels
have been cut across the beach by periodic releases from storm drains which outlet on to the beach. There
are currently eight storm drains on the entire length of Dan Blocker Beach, ranging from two feet to 50 feet
in width, These are operated by the Department of Beaches and Harbors in conjunction with Caltrans and
Public Works. The drains and existing vegetation help to alleviate bluff erosion. Cumrently, there are no
storm drains on the proposed project site. Drainage from the project site runs over the cliff face and onto the
beach located south of the site. Gullies along steeper parts of Dan Blocker Beach are evidence of this
process at work, such as those occurring within the project site.

The proposed development would include construction of a parking area, access rampstairway, park
amenities and a restroom facility. The proposed site would be altered from vacant land with small areas of
deteriorated pavement to areas of pavement, decomposed granite gravel, and landscaping. This would result
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

in a slight decrease in the amount of water percolation and increase the amount of runoff, erosion and
drainage on-site. Storm water would be directed towards PCH and travel into an existing drainage system.
As stated in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, mitigation to decrease erosion impacts must be implemented to
reduce erosion impacts to below a level of significance. Some of these mitigation measures are stated below
and would reduce any impacts associated with the runoff erosion to a level below significance.

e  Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the bluff face.
During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas to be
developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to drain any flows away
from the bluff face.

o Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that is not well vegetated should be planted with
drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Location Map)

D. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site, or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in fleoding on- or off-
site?

Less Than Significant Impact. The site is vacant and drainage consists primarily of on-site ground
percolation and drainage running over the face of the bluff. The proposed project would include the
construction of a parking area, park site amenities and a restroom facility. Storm water would be directed
towards PCH and travel into an exisling drainage system. While ground percolation would be limited due to
the introduction of paved areas on the site, the change in drainage patterns is not expected to lead to
flooding. Thus impacts associated with the cause of flooding due to the increase of surface runoff would be
less than significant.

(Sources: Site Survey, Los Angeles County Plan, Malibu General Plan, and Site Visit)

E. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact, The construction of proposed improvements to the site would lead to
paved areas and changes to the drainage patterns on the site. There would be an increase in runoff volume.
Storm water would be directed towards PCH and travel into an existing drainage system. The amount of
runoff from the proposed project site is not expected to be substantial enough to create impacts to an
existing drainage system along PCH.

(Sources: Site Survey and Site Location Map, Malibu General Plan)
F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

No Impact. The proposed project would lead to a new paved surface area on the site, park site amenities
and a restroom facility. The proposed development would incrementally increase the amount of runoff,
which may contain pollutants from the parked cars, such as oil and grease. Such an increase is not expected
to be substantial due to the small size of the project. The proposed project would be in compliance with Los
Angeles County’s water quality regulations for storm water drainage. Thus, the proposed project is not
expected to substantially degrade water quality.
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Environmental Analysis (coniinued)

(Sources: Site Survey and Site Location Map)

G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary of Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. Dan Blocker Beach is encompassed with the 100-year floodplain for Corral and Solstice
Creek as designated in the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map and City of Malibu General Plan. No
residential development would be proposed as part of the project; therefore, no housing would be placed
within a flood hazard area. '

Another possible cause of flooding for the area along the Pacific Coast is tsunamis, a series of tidal waves
generated by large submarine earthquakes. Tsunamis may be generated immediately offshore of Malibu by
surface ground rupture of the faulting just offshore or by the occurrence of submarine landslides. However as
there is no residential development included within the project, this latter cause of flooding is not of significant
concern,

(Sources: Malibu General Plan Safety Element, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Site Location Map)

H. Would the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

Less than Siguificant Impact. Although the project site is located within the 100-year flood area, the
proposed development would include one small structure for the restroom facility. The restroom facility is
not expected to impede or redirect flood flows. The proposed project would redirect storm water on-site into
existing drains on PCH. However, this is not expected to significantly impact flood flow in the project
vicinity.

(Sources: Site Survey, Los Angeles County Safety Element, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Site Location Map)

L Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of & levee or dam?

No Impact. The proposed project site is located outside designated dam inundation areas for Lake Malibu,
approximately five miles to the northwest of Dan Blocker Beach. Thus, no risk of loss, injury, or property
damage involving dam inundation would occur with the proposed project,

(Sources: Thomas Guide, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, and Site Location Map)

J. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
invelving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less than Significant Impact. Tsunamis, or seismic waves, are large oceanic waves that may be generated
by earthquakes, submarine volcanic eruptions, or large submarine landslides. Tsunamis causing disastrous
destruction have been found to have been caused by earthquakes with magnitudes greater than 7.75. The
500-year tsunami wave runup heights may be as high as 30 feet in Southem California. With the project site
elevation ranging from about 20 to 25 feet above Mean Sea Level, the project site could potentially be
impacted by a large tsunami wave. Mudflows could potentially occur from the Santa Monica Mountains
located north of the project site, which may also impact the project site. The proposed project would not
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

include any residential or commercial development and would be used for parking. There are no dams or
water located near the site, which may pose inundation or seiche hazards. Impacts are expected to be less
than significant.

(Sources: Los Angeles County Safety Element, Malibu General Plan Safety Flement, and Site Location
Map)

39 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Dan Blocker Beach and the proposed project site is located within the County of Los Angeles and in the City of
Malibu. Los Angeles County encompasses approximately 2,613,000 acres (4,083square miles) in southern
California, north of Orange County, south of Kem County, east of Ventura County and west of San Bemadino
County. Development of Los Angeles County started in the 1900’s and over 70 percent of the urban
development has occurred since the 1940’s. Approximately 1,133 square miles has been devoted to urban use,
more than 97 percent of which is located south of the San Gabriel Mountains: Dan Blocker Beach, including
the proposed project site, is designated as Open Space in the Los Angeles County General Plan and zoned
Public Open Space.

The project site is located within the City of Malibu. The City of Malibu includes approximately 12,552 acres
of land. Approximately 60 percent of land in the City is undeveloped. Approximately 22 percent of the City is
residential land uses and 15 percent is open space and the remainder of land uses consists of public facilities
and horticulture uses. The City of Malibu has a low rate of development as a result of environmental constraints
including steep hillsides and sensitive environmental resources and the high cost of land.

Dan Blocker Beach is identified as open space in the City of Malibu General Plan. The adjacent land use, to the
north of the project site includes vacant land and commercial uses; to the east, land uses include mobile home
residential uses, multi-family residential uses and commercial uses; and to the west of the project site are
mobile home residential uses and open space.

The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project site is located within the coastal zone. In accordance with
the California Coastal Act, a Local Coastal Program (LCP) is currently being prepared for the City of Malibu.
Under the Los Angeles County General Plan, (Open Space Policy) and the Malibu General Plan, the site is part
of a broad special management area and also part of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
(SMMNRA). The SMMNRA was established in 1978 by Congress and consists of County, State and Federally
owned park lands.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and Site Survey)
A, Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The proposed project involves the development of a parking area, beach access in the form of a
rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. The project site is designated as Open Space in both
the County of Los Angeles and City of Malibu General Plans. The project site is located approximately 2.5
miles west of the City of Malibu's civic center. There is a single-family residence immediately adjacent to and
east of the project site. and fusther Residential development also occurs farther down the coast west of the site.
Since residential development is scattered in the vicinity of the project area, the proposed project would not
physically divide the surrounding residential neighborhood or the surrounding established community.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

B. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, poelicy, or regulation of an ageacy
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning erdinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an entvironmental effect?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed site is designated as Open Space in the Los Angeles County
General Plan and the Malibu General Plan. Open space accounts for 1,869.9 acres of land use in Malibu and
902,700 acres of public and private Open Space in the County of Los Angeles.

The project site is located within the coastal zone, which extends several miles north of the City of Malibu
limits. A Local Coastal Program (LCP) is currently being prepared for the Malibu area in accordance with
the California Coastal Act. Prior to the adoption of a L.CP, specific development proposals will be subject to
compliance with applicable policies of adopted countywide and local plans and in accordance with the
California Coastal Act.

Under the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Malibu General Plan, the site is part of the SMMNRA,
which was established in 1978 by Congress. The National Park Service works toward acquiring lands which
offer significant natural, cultural and recreational resources and which are not already under government
jurisdiction or private preservation/recreation-oriented use. The entire City of Malibu and the project site is
located within the borders of the park, Regulating activities within the park is the responsibility of the local
jurisdiction.

Under Special Management Areas, the County identifies the project site as a Significant Ecological Area
(SEA). The County General Plan states that in SEA area’s, where no other altemative site is possible, public
use, as essential to public health and safety is allowable. The General Plan includes SEA Design
Compatibility Criteriz and Performance Review, which the project would follow. Currently, access to the
site is limited to a stairway belonging to existing residential units or by climbing down a cliff. The proposed
development would provide safe access to the beach through the construction of an—aluminum-rampa

stairway and safety railing. A guardrail would also be built to separate PCH and to provide a safe parking
area for the public. The proposed development is, therefore, in compliance with the goals and objectives of the
County of Los Angeles General Plan.

The Los Angeles County General Plan also identifies PCH, which runs directly parallel to the project site, as 4
scenic highway, The County general plan eMPHasizes the importance of new developments being designed to
maintain a hanmonious visual relationship with the existing development, vegetation and natural terrain, and
structures and landscaping should complement and enhance scenic views. The proposed project would be
small scale and would include landscaping of native vegetation, which would blend in with the natural coastal
area. The proposed project would not include large buildings or development, which could obstruct views from
PCH. The proposed project would also implement the County’s General Plan policy of providing transportation
planning, services and facilities that offer access to recreational opportunities by providing parking and access
to the beach.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Los Angeles County General Plan)

C. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?
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No Impact. The project site is surrounded by vacant land, residential development and a small portion of
commercial development. The site is currently vacant and includes vegetation and deteriorated pavement. The
site is located in the coastal zone for which an LCP is currently being prepared. The project site is described as
a special management area SEA in the Los Angeles County General Plan. The proposed project would be
designed in accordance with SEA standards. Thus, no impact is expected.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and Site Survey)
3.10 MINERAL RESOURCES

The proposed project is located within the County of Los Angeles and in the City of Malibu. Mineral
Resources including sand and gravel, have been identified within West Los Angeles County. Although not
identified in the Malibu General Plan, sand and gravel resources are thought to occur in the Malibu Coastal
Zone.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and Site Survey,)

A. Waould the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. Mineral Resources within Los Angeles County are ot located on the project site. The proposed
project site is not located in an area designated to have these significant minerat resources, and development of
the site would not affect the availability of mineral resources in the project area, Thus, no impact is expected.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan)

B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other Iand use plan?

No Impact. The project site and surrounding area are not subject to mineral resource recovery operations. Due
to the small scale of the proposed development, the construction materials that would be needed for Dan
Blocker Beach improvement would be minor when compared to regional resources. Thus, the proposed project
would not affect locally and important mining operations nor would it result in the loss of availability of
regional sand and gravel resources.

(Sources: Site Location Map, Site Survey, and Malibu General Plan)
311 NOISE

The project site is vacant bluff area overlooking Dan Blocker Beach, and does not generate any noise. The
noise environment in the project area is relatively quiet, with vehicle noise along PCH dominating the ambient
noise levels. Adjacent residential uses to the west and east of the site occasionally generate stationary noises,
along with intermittént noise from beachgoers of the nearby beaches. The Santa Menica Mountains rise up
from PCH, just north of the site, and the adjacent areas to the north are more than 360 feet above the site. The
Malibu General Plan states that noise levels along PCH, major canyon roads, and local arterials are the major
sources of noise in the City. The project site is located within the projected 70 to 65 decibels (dB) noise
contour along PCH.

The Noise Element of the Malibu General Plan states that outdoor activity areas, such as playgrounds and
neighborhood parks, have a maximum allowable noise exposure level of 70 dB Community Noise Equivalent
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Level (CNEL) from transportation noise sources. Residential areas have a maximum allowable noise exposure
level of 50 dB CNEL. Noise from non-transportation sources in residential areas are set at an ambient noise
level of 55 dB from 7 AM to 7 PM, 50 dB from 7 PM to 10 PM, and 45 dB from 10 PM to 7 AM. The noise
regulations of the City of Malibu {(Municipal Code Chapter 2) prohibits unnecessary noises and the disturbance
of the peace, quiet or repose of persons of ordinary and normal sensitiveness. Outdoor activities at public
playgrounds are exempt from the regulations. Use of construction equipment is limited to the hours of 7 AM to
7 PM on weekdays and 8 AM to S PM on Saturdays.

The noise control regulations of Los Angeles County (Title 12, Chapter 12.08 of the Los Angeles County
Code) sets the exterior and interior noise standards for residential areas at 45 dBA from 10 PM to 7 AM.
Outdoor activities conducted on public playgrounds are exempt from the regulations. In multi-family
residential areas, construction noise standards for mobile equipment are set at 80 dBA from 7 AM to § PM
on Mondays to Saturdays (except Sundays and holidays), and 64 dBA from 8 PM to 7 AM on Mondays to
Saturdays and all day Sunday and holidays. Construction noise standards for stationary equipment are set at
65 dBA from 7 AM to 8 PM on Mondays to Saturdays {except Sundays and holidays), and 55 dBA from §
PM to 7 AM on Mondays to Saturdays and all day Sunday and holidays.

(Sources: Site Survey, USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Code, and
Malibu General Plan)

A Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of

other agencies?

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the proposed beach improvements
would result in noise impacts associated with the use of construction equipment and construction vehicle
trips. On-site construction activities would create noise from construction equipment and vibration from
excavation and grading activities, Temporary construction noise impacts would vary in noise level according
to the type of construction equipment and activity level. Short-term construction noise impacts tend to occur in
separate phases, with large, earth-moving equipment generating 85 dBA at 50 feet from the source and finish
construction activities and equipment generating less noise.

The proposed project would involve limited construction activities associated with the construction of the
picnic table areas and toilet pads, walkways, parking area, and stairway—+amp. Other facilities (tables,
chemical toilets, drinking fountains, signs, railing, monument, parking ticket machine, and trash
receptacles) would be brought onto the site as finished components and would be installed or placed on-site.
Construction would also be confined to an approximately 90-day period. Thus, construction noise impacts
would not be significant,

Residents of the adjacent dwelling units to the east and west would be subject to construction noise on a
short-term (90 days) and temporary basis only. Construction activities would occur during the daytime
hours, and would comply with the noise regulations of the City of Malibu (time limits on construction
activities) and the County of Los Angeles (noise standards for mobile and stationary construction
equipment). Thus, noise from the limited construction activities on the site are not expected to adversely
affect the residences to the east and west and would not violate the City or County noise regulations. There
are no land uses to the north {cliff} and south (cpen sea) that would be affected by on-site construction
noise.

PCH is a major noise source near the site. PCH is a four-lane roadway, with shoulder parking on the
southbound side. There is a raised three-foot wide median along the segment of PCH near the site. The
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speed limit near the site is 50 MPH. Pacific Coast Highway carries an average of 35,000 vehicles per day
with 39,500 trips per day during peak months. Traffic noise along PCH is not expected to adversely affect
outdoor activities at Dan Blocker Beach, since playgrounds and parks are normally acceptable within areas
with noise levels of up to 70 CNEL and water recreation areas up to 75 CNEL. In addition, the activities at
the bluff would be limited to parking, picnicking, and toilet use, with beach activities conducted at the
seaside, approximately 100 feet away from PCH and approximately 16 feet below the bluff area (project
site).

Vehicle trips associated with the use of the Dan Blocker Beach would add to vehicle noise levels on PCH.
Due to the high traffic volumes on PCH, the vehicle noise impacts of the project would not be perceptible
and are expected to be insignificant. Table 4, Projected Noise Levels, shows that the increase in noise
levels would only be 0.02 dB (be less than 1.0 dB) during the peak season.

i

isance Contour from .-

“Noise Level at 50

Roadway
Centerline feet of roadway
70 CNEL | 65 CNEL 60 J5CNEL centerline
CNEL

PCH

Existing — 35,000 ADT 136.2 4223 13324 4212.3 72.61

Peak - 39,500 ADT 153.0 476.3 1503.7 4753.9 73.13
With Project - 39,740 1539 479.2 1512.8 4782.7 73.16
ADT

Source: FHWA Noise Prediction Model

This estimate assumes that trips to the proposed beach are new teips on PCH. However, it is anticipated that
existing users of the proposed project are existing beachgoers who would be utilizing Dan Blocker Beach rather
than other nearby beaches or beaches located farther away from the urban areas of Los Angeles. Thus, no
increase in vehicle noise would occur if these vehicle trips are currently part of the daily volumes on PCH.

While increase in existing noise levels may occur, the proposed project would not violate existing noise
regulations or standards.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, Caltrans Freeway Traffic Volumes, FHWA, Noise Sram
Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, and Site Location Map)

B. Would the project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less than Significant Impact. On-site construction activities would create noise from construction
equipment and vibration from excavation and grading activities. Temporary construction noise impacts
would vary in noise level according to the type of construction equipment and activity level. Short-term
construction noise impacts tend to occur in separate phases, with large, earth-moving equipment generating
greater noise and finish construction activities and equipment generating less noise.

Due to the limited improvements that are proposed at the site (parking area, table pads, toilet pads,
walkways and stairway—remp) and the use of finished components (picnic table and benches, chemical
toilets, drinking fountains, parking ticket machine, railings, monument and signs), construction noise
impacts are not expected to be significant. In addition, construction activities would be short term
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Environmental Analysis (continned)

(approximately 90 days) and would comply with the consiruction noise time limits imposed by the City of
Malibu and the construction equipment noise limits of the Los Angeles County Code. Thus, noise impacts
on adjacent residents to the east and west would be short term and less than significant.

{Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, Site Location Map, and Noise from Construction Equipment and
Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances)

C. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise Ievels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant Impact. The increase in vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would not
lead to any perceptible increase in noise levels along PCH. Also, since the vehicle trips to and from the site
may be assumed as existing trips that would be diverted from beaches located farther away, no increase in
vehicle noise levels on PCH would be expected.

Noises from on-site activities are expected to be limited to noise from parking vehicles and the use of picnic
tables and toilets. These activities generally do not create excessive noise that may disturb adjacent
residents, In addition, outdoor activities (such as those that would occur at Dan Blocker Beach) are exempt
from existing noise regulations. The beach would also be closed from 10PM to.7AM, confining any on-site
noise generation to the daytime hours. The proposed beach improvements would also limit public access
through residences located near the site; thus reducing nuisance impacts associated with the public’s
existing use of access at these residences. On-site activities would not adversely affect adjacent residents in
terms of noise.

(Sources: Site Survey, Site Location Map, and FHWA Noise Prediction Model)

D. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant Tmpact. The proposed project would involve construction activities, which may lead to
perfodic increases in noise levels during the 90-day construction period. However, the construction noise
would be limited due to the nature and type of improvements proposed (parking area, tables, chemical toilets
and stairway-ramp). The location of the beach to the south, as well as dominant noise level created by vehicular |
noise on PCH, would mask some of the noise from construction activities. Compliance with existing noise
regulations of the City of Malibu and Los Angeles County would ensure that construction noise irapacts do not
adverse affect adjacent residents.

The increase in noise levels due to the increase in the number of beachgoers at the site has the potential to affect
adjacent residents. However, the availability of parking and direct beach access at the site would eliminate the
use of stairway ramps-and on-street parking at the adjacent homes. Thus, while noise impacts may occur at the |
site, the more direct noise and nuisance impacts at the adjacent residences would be eliminated and directed to
the site. This impact would generally be confined to warm, sunny days and from the hours of 7 AM to 10 PM
and is considered less than significant.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey)
E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of 2 public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
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No Impact. There are no airports located near the site, which generate aircraft noise. The nearest airport is
the Santa Monica Airport in the City of Santa Monica, This airport is located approximately 15 miles
southeast of the site. The noise contours of this airport do not extend into the project site. The proposed
beach improvements would not expose people to excessive noise levels associated with aircraft and airport
operations,

Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County)

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private afrstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. There are no private airstrips located near the site which may expose beachgoers to excessive
aircraft noise levels. The proposed project would not increase on-site exposure to aircraft noise.

(Sources: Site Survey, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, and Malibu General Plan}
3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The project site is located within Los Angles County, which cutrently has a population of 9,884,300.
According to the County General Plan, it js estimated that the County will have a population of 9,900,000 in
the year 2010. This is an increase of 1,691,000 persons from the year 1987 to the year 2010. In 1987 the
County had a housing stock of approximately 3,023,500 and is estimated to have a housing stock of
3,702,500 by the year 2010. The housing stock is estimated to have a 22,5 percent change from the year
1987 to the year 2010,

The project site is located within the City of Malibu. The current resident population of Malibu is estimated
to be approximately 12,063 residents and the housing stock approximately totals 6010 units. Population
growth over the last decade has occurred at a rate of 12.6 percent.

There are no housing units on the project site. Residential units are found to the immediate east of the
project site and further down the coast to the west of the project site. The proposed development would
include the construction of a parking area, beach access in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities
and a restroom facility.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

A, Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of any new homes or businesses. The
project has been designed to meet the demand for use of Dan Blocker Beach. Some potential does exist for
an increase in the number of visitors to the site and surrounding area due to its increased accessibility. This
increase would not be considered significant, and no impacts are expected to occur.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles General Plan, and Site Survey)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

B, Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact., The site is currently vacant open space, with residential units found to the immediate east of
the project site and further down the coast to the west of the project site. The proposed project includes the
construction of a parking area, beach access in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities and a |
restroom facility. Adjacent housing units would not be demolished, and no displacement would occur with
the project.

{Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is vacant and the proposed project would not displace any households or
residents in the area. The project would include improvements to a portion of a bluff top located at Dan
Blocker Beach. No households would be displaced and no replacement housing is needed for the proposed
project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES

The Los Angeles County Fire Department provides fire protection service to the City of Malibu, There are four
stations that serve the City of Malibu including Station No.’s 70, 71, 88 and 99. The nearest station to the
project site is Station 88, located at 23720 W. Malibu Road. This station is located approximately 2.5 miles east
of the project site. Other fire stations in the area may also respond to the site according to need and type of
emergency. There are no plans for new stations in the area, The Ventura County Fire Department and United
States Park Service provide fire prevention services to the Santa Monica Mountains. The fire hazards in the area
are principally brush fires. There is currently a Brush Inspection Program that requires homeowners and
businesses to remove the brush from close to their properties.

The proposed site along with the City of Malibu is served by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Depariment.
The Sheriff operates a station in the Lost Hills area, north of the City of Malibu. The Lost Hills Sheriffs Station
provides law enforcement and police protection services for the project site and the surrounding area. An
estimated average response time for the general area is 6.1 minutes; however, this period would be reduced due
to the central location of the project site, A new police station is scheduled to open by Febnuary 2002, where the
existing Malibu City Hall is located at 23555 Civic Center Way, approximately two miles east of the project
gite.

The crime rate in the vicinity of the project site is currently low and in the last nine years has been reduced by
65 percent. As Malibu is primarily a residential community, the main crimes are burglary, traffic and tourist-
related crimes. The main crimes committed in the project area are thefts related to wallets and purses left on the
beach and unlocked vehicles. There are regular beach patrols on Latigo Canyon and Corral Canyon, in
proximity to the site.

(Sources: Site Survey, Lost Hills Police Station, Station 88 and Malibu General Plan).
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

A, Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts assoctated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of fire profection?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would increase the demand for fire protection services in
case of a fire emergency. The nearest station to the project site is Station 88, located 2.5 miles east from the
project site at 23720 W. Malibu Road. There are five firefighters, one fire engine and one paramedic rescue
located at Station 88. An average response time to the site is estimated to be four to six minutes. Compliance
with the requirements of the Uniform Fire Code for fire safety and fire emergency response would be
implemented as part of the project. Impacts on fire protection services would be less than significant.

{Sources: Station 88 — Malibu Fire Prevention and Site Location Map)

B. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives in terms of police protection? '

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves the construction of a new parking area, park
site amenities and restroom facility. The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station in Malibu provides law enforcement and
police protection services for the project site and the surrounding area. An estimated average response time for
the general area is 6.1 minutes; however, this period would be reduced due to the central location of the project
site. The demand for police protection services in the area is not expected to significantly increase with the
proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach. A need to alter or expand police service in the area is not
anticipated as a result of the project. The project would not have an adverse effect on existing police
services or response times.

(Sources: Site Location Map and Lost Hills Police Station, Malibu)

C. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts assoclated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
ohjectives in terms of school services?

No Impact. The proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach includes the construction of a parking area, park
site amenities and a restroom facility. The project would not invelve housing development and thus, no direct
student generation is anticipated. The proposed project is not expected to have any impact relative to school
services.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Location Map)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

D. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
ahjectives in terms of parks?

Less than Significant Impact. Dan Blocker Beach is used by beachgoers for swimming, surfing, and other
recreational activities. The project site is fenced off and is not currently used by visitors to Dan Blocker
Beach. The nearest park facilities to the project site include Malibu Bluff State Park, Malibu Lagoon Sate
Beach, Corral Canyon Park, Point Dume State Beach and Malibu Community Center. The proposed project
would increase the number of visitors to Dan Blocker Beach. The proposed project would include trash bins
to discourage beachgoers from littering on the beach. The increase in visitors to the beach in the project
vicinity is not expected to significantly alter Dan Blocker Beach or the near by park facilities.

(Sources: Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan
and Site Survey)

E. ‘Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable sexvice ratios, response fimes or other performance
objectives in terms of other publie facilities?

No Impact. The project would include the construction of a parking area, park site amenities and a
restroom facility. The project is not expected to create a demand for other public facilities. The Malibu
Library, a branch of the Los Angeles County library system, is located at 23519 Civic Center Way. The
library is approximately 2.5 miles east of the project site. There is also a community center focated at Point
Dume, approximately four miles south-west of the project site. The visitors that would use the proposed
project development are not expected to significantly impact the library or civic center facilities.

{Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan Site Survey, and Site Location Map)

3.14 RECREATION

The project site is {ocated in Los Angeles County. The beach environment of Los Angeles County is a very
important recreational resource and has millions of visitors every year. The beaches of Los Angeles County are
some of the most popular in the State, and a high demand exists for a range of beach-related recreational

activities.

The project site is located within the City of Malibu, which provides recreational services through local and
regional parks. The City’s Land Use Map designates 1,870 acres of open space, which accounts for
approximately 15 percent of all land use. This includes regionat and local parks, beach parks and public open
space. Local and regional parks comprise of 743.7 acres and beach parks and public open space collectively
make up 201 acres of land.

There are several park facilities close to the project site including Malibu Bluff State Park, Malibu Lagoon
Beach, Corral Canyon Park, Point Dume Beach and Malibu Community Center. Point Dume Beach, located
approximately three miles southwest of the project site and encompasses 30 acres, including Point Dume
Natural Reserve. The Point Dume Beach is designated as an area of special biological significance and
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

includes 200-foot sandy bluffs, tide pools, offshore reefs and a kelp bed, creating a habitat for seal and
marine fow]. Malibu Community Center, also located at Point Dume, is a 6.5-acre park with children’s play
equipment, volleyball, tennis and basketball courts. Malibu Bluff State Park, located approximately one
mile east of the project site is heavily used by local residents and considered a community park. Its facilities
include hiking trails, picnicking, soccer and basebalt fields and a jogging track. Malibu Lagoon Beach is
approximately 3.5 acres in total and is located just east of the Malibu Civic Center, about 2.5 miles east of
Dan Blocker Beach. It provides restrooms, hiking and nature trails with disabled access. The lagoon is also
an important bird refuge and is supported by diverse marsh vegetation. To the immediate east of Malibu
Lagoon Beach is Surfrider Beach, a widely recognized surf beach renown for the hollow peeling Malibu
wave formed by the cobble contours of the ocean’s floor. Corral Canyon Park is located on PCH between
Puerco Canyon and Corral Canyon, and less than 0.5 of a mile east of the project site. The park, managed
by Santa Monica Conservancy provides hiking, equestrian trails and parking.

The City of Malibu makes up the major part of the coastal section of the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area (SMMNRAY), which is comprised of State, County and Federally owned park lands. It
extends from Griffith Park in the City of Los Angeles to Point Mugu in Ventura County. The lands are both
privately and publicly owned and accessible to the public.

A trail system located in close proximity is also developed by the Santa Monica Mountains Trail Council
(SMMTC). The adoption of the Comprehensive Trail Plan by Los Angeles Couaty proposing 23 trails
which connect to other recreational facilities in the County. The Corral Canyon Trail, located immediately
north of the project site, is the closest part of the trail network to the proposed project.

Dan Blocker Beach provides opportunities for a variety of ocean and beach oriented recreational activities.
These activities include swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, surf fishing, scuba diving and jogging. These
recreational activities oceur all year; however, the majority of beachgoers visit the beach during the summer
months. Activities such as wildlife observation and contemplation are most common on the beach during
the winter. The rock formations projecting from portions of the beach prevent activities such as boating and
surfing.

{Sources: Site Survey, Los Angeles County Plan and Malibu General Plan, Vieinity Map)

A, Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of a parking area, beach access
in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. Park site amenities include tables,
bench seating and walkways. It is not expected that the development would cause a major increase in the use of
existing neighborhood or regional parks. Currently, visitors to the beach located south of the site and west down
the coast park along PCH and access the beach through stairways located at the nearby residential
developments west and east of the site. Additionally, visitors to the beach near the project vicinity hike down
the steep bluff faces located west of the project site, As a result of the proposed development (safe access,
available parking and park site amenities), more people may visit Dan Blocker Beach. The possible increase in
beachgoers is not expected to significantly alter or impact Dan Blocker Beach.

(Sources. Site Survey, Site Location Map and Malibu General Plan)
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

B. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of a parking area, beach access
in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. Dan Blocker Beach is a popular |
recreational destination for beach-goers and surfers. The project has been designed to integrate with the existing
environment through the planting of native species in the landscaped areas. As analyzed in this initial study,
the proposed project would impact air qualily, geological resources and hydrology. However, these impacts can
be lowered to a level below significance through mitigation listed in Sections 3.3 Air Quality, 3.3.6 Geology
and Soils, and 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality of this Initial Study.

{Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)
3.15 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

A traffic study has been prepared for the project lo analyze the impacts of the proposed facility on traffic,
circulation, and transportation. This study is provided in Appendix F and its findings summarized below.

The proposed project sife is located within Los Angeles County and the City of Malibu. Roadways in the area
include:

Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1) is a four-lane state highway traveling in an east to west direction
along the Pacific Coast. The Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) is approximately 25 miles long through the City
of Malibu with a posted speed limit of 45 MPH and 55 MPH, PCH is the major arterial within the City of
Malibu and serves mostly commuters during weekday peak hours. In the summer menths, it also serves as
an access route to the beaches along the coast. PCH carries, an average of 35,000 vehicles per day with
peak hour traffic of 3,200 vehicles. Traffic increases to 39,500 trips per day during peak months.

Corral Canyon Road is a two-lane north-south arterial connecting the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area, located north of the City of Malibu with Dan Blocker Beach and Solstice Canyon Park.
Farther north, the road provides access to Malibu Creek State Park, where the road terminates. Corral
Canyon Road carries approximately 120 vehicles during AM Peak Hours. The intersection of Corral
Canyon Road and PCH operales at a Level of Service (LOS) of A in the AM and PM peak hours.

Latigo Canyon Road is a two-lane roadway oriented in the southeast/northwest direction. It begins at PCH
and goes northwest across the Santa Monica Mountains, meeting Kanan Dume Road near the intersection at
Mulholland Highway. This road serves mostly residents of Latigo Canyon. The posted speed limit varies
from 10 to 20 MPH. It is estimated that Latigo Canyon Roud carries approximately 1,000 vehicles per a day
north of PCH and approximately 300 vehicles per a day near Kanan Dume Road. The intersection of Latigo
Canyon Road and PCH operates at a Level of Service (LOS) of A in the AM and PM peak hours.

The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport and
approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA
clear zones and safety zones of the airports.

The City of Malibu is currently served by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA),
which operates an inner city express bus route from Los Angeles to Trancas Canyon Road. The service runs
_ hourly from 6:12 AM — 9:17 PM. The route mainly follows PCH, serving the project site and passing through

Malibu Civic Center on the way to downtown Los Angeles. Additionally, Paratransit service for the disabled
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Environmental Analysis {continued)

are provided locally within the City of Malibu, which is operated by Babaeian Transportation under contract
with the City of Malibu.

PCH is designated as a bike route. A series of pedestrian trails are planned throughout the City of Malibu
and in the project vicinily by the Santa Monica Mountains Trail Council. The Corral Canyon Trail runs
through Corral Canyon and would connect to the Coastal Slope Trail and as well as the Solstice Canyon
Trail. The Coastal Slope Trail is designated to be located north of the project site. The Solstice Canyon
Trail is also designated to be located north of the project site and would terminate at the coast in close
proximity to the project site.

(Sources: Site Survey, Los Angeles County General Plan, Parks, Recreation and Special Events, and Antelope
Valley Transit Authorify, MTA Metrolink)

A. Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would lead to additional vehicle trips from
construction equipment and crew during the construction period. This traffic would be limited and
temporary and would not be considered significant. The proposed project would include development ofup
to a 30-space parking area, beach access, park site amenities and a restroom facility.

The proposed parking improvements would not be expected to generate additional trips during the weekday
AM and PM commuter peak periods. In addition, the project would not attract trips during periods of
inclement weather. Instead, the project site would be expected to generate the most traffic during summer
weekends on sunny days, or on days of good surf. In general, access improvements to the beach, the
addition of picnic tables, paving of walkways and addition of chemical toilets would not be expected to
attract a significant number of additional trips, since simitar facilities are available at adjacent beaches.

The number of increased trips would be expected to be directly proportionial to the number of additional
parking spaces available to beach goers. The project might be expected to generate 246104 daily trips.
Many of these trips may be trips diverted from adjacent beaches due to the availability of on-site parking.
Assuming regular turnover of the parking spaces throughout the day, the project would be expected to
generate approximately 20 hourly trips.

Because of the raised median island on PCH, left turns into or out of the site would not be feasible, Vehicle
movements would be restricted to right turns into the parking area, right turns out of the parking area, and
paralle! parking maneuvers at the shoulder of PCH. While some of the increased trips would be expected to
make U-turns at the Latigo Canyon and Corral Canyon intersections, the relative volume would be small,
and would not create adverse operating conditions. The movement causing perhaps the greatest potential for
traffic impact would be the parallel parking maneuvers at the shoulder. With random turnover of parailel
parking spaces, these maneuvers would occur on the average of once every six minutes, This impact would
be no greater than at other roadside parking areas in Malibu with coastal access.

During the peak summer months, PCH is heavily used on weekends; however, an increase of 20 hourly trips
during weekend hours would not be expected to have capacity impacts PCH or cross-mountain roadways
like Kanan-Dume Road or Malibu Canyon Road.

(Sources: Site Survey, City of Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and Traffic Study).
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Enviranmental Analysis {contintied}

B. Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

Less than Significant Impact. The concept of level of service (LOS) is used to describe the ability of a
roadway to accommodate prevailing traffic volumes at cntical intersections based on the physical
characteristics of the roadway. LOS ranges from “A”, which represents uncongested free-flow conditions to
“F”, which represents total break down with stop-and-go operation. The Malibu General Plan states that
Caltrans has established that State Highways intersections have reached capacity when their LOS declines
to E and that acceptable operation on PCH is LOS D.

The intersection of Latigo Canyon Road and PCH currently operates at a Level of Service (LOS) of A in the
AM peak hour and at a LOS of A at the PM peak hour. Additionally the intersection of Corral Canyon Road
and PCH currently operates at a Level of Service (LOS) of A in the AM peak hour and at a LOS of A at the
PM peak hour. The proposed project would generate approximately 20-trips per an hour. During the peak
summer months, PCH is heavily used on weekends; however, an increase of 20 hourly trips during weekend
hours would not be expected to have capacity impacts Pacific Coast Highway or cross-mountain roadways.
No impacts to existing intersection and roadway levels of service, which may be considered individually or
cumulatively significant impacts, are anticipated from the project.

(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Traffic Study)

C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport
and approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA
clear zones and safety zones of the airports, The proposed project would include the construction of a
parking area, access to the beach in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities, and a restroom facility.
The proposed project would not involve air transportation nor affect air traffic at the surrounding airports.
Thus, no impact on air traffic patterns would occur with the project. The project site is not focated within
the approach zones for the nearby airports. Thus, no impact on air traffic patterns is expected.

(Sources: Site Survey and Los Angeles General Plan)

D. Wonld the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature {(e.g., sharp curves or
dangerouns intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less than Significant Impact. Vehicle access to the site would be provided by a driveway on PCH.
Because of the raised median island on PCH, left turns into or out of the site would not be feasible. Vehicle
movements would be restricted to right turns into the parking area, right turns out of the parking area, and
parallel parking maneuvers at the shoulder of PCH. The movement of vehicles existing and/or entering the
parking area is not expected to create a significant impact.

(Sources: Site Survey and Traffic Report)

f

E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

No Tmpact. Adequate emergency vehicle access would be provided to the site via the proposed on-site
driveways. The proposed project would not alter emergency access to properties surrounding the site. Thus,
emergency access to the site or to adjacent uses would not be affected by the proposed project.
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey)
F. Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity?

No Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of a—maximum--30-space—parking—areaan
approximate 13-space parking area and beach access for the public. Currently, PCH has exacerbated peak hour
traffic congestion as beach visitors look for parking spaces and get in and out of their vehicles. The parking
pattern along PCH has resulted in jay walking, creating hazards to for pedestrians and drivers. The Malibu
General Plan states that the Local Coastal Program, which is currently being drafted, must include sufficient
parking for visitors. The proposed project would provide parking for visitors and thus partially alleviate traffic
created from beach visitors looking for parking on PCH in the project area. No impact is expected.

{Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey)

G. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

No Impact. As discussed above, the City of Malibu is currently served by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA), which operates an inner city express bus route from Los Angeles to
Trancas Canyon Road. The service runs hourly from 6:12 AM — 9:17 PM. The route mainly follows PCH,
serving the project site and passing through Malibu Civic Center on the way to downtown Los Angeles.
Additionally, Para transit services, for the disabled are provided locally within the City of Malibu, which is
operated by Babacian Transportation under contract with the City of Malibu.

PCH is designated as a bike route. The proposed. project would not impact traffic on PCH and is not
expected to interfere with the bike route on PCH. The proposed project would not impact any bus turnouts,
bicycle racks, or otherwise conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alterative
transportation.

(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and MTA)
3,16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The proposed site is located within the County of Los Angeles and the City of Malibu. Water services are
supplied to the City of Malibu by County Waterworks District No. 29 from the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California (MWD). Water is obtained from the State Water Project and the Colorado River.
The closest water line to the site is a 10-inch water line that changes to an 8-inch water line, which runs along
PCH. There are also several private wells that supply water within the City. However, since 1965, when water
became available through the MWD, their usage has declined. The wells are still considered a valuable resource
of inexpensive water for uses such as agriculture.

Solid waste disposal in the City of Malibu and areas including the project site is managed by four private
hauling companies. All solid wastes are taken to the Calabasas Landfill, which is owned and operated by Los
Angeles County Sanitation District. The Jandfill, as of 1990, has a remaining capacity of 12 million tons of
waste. It is estimated that the landfill can accommodate approximately 500,000 tons of waste each year until its
scheduled closure date in 2015. Less than 10 percent of this amount has been contributed by Malibu.
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Environmental Analysis (continied)

The Malibu area is served by the Southern California Edison Company, (SCE) which provide electricity from
three primary stations and three secondary stations. The Southen California Gas Company provides natural
gas. Telephone services are provided by General Telephone.

(Source: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)

A, Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would involve the development of a parking area, and would
provide beach access in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility,
Additionally, potable drinking fountains would be provided as part of the project. No wastewater generation
is expected from chemical toilets or the drinking fountains.

{Sources: Site Location Map and Project Description)

B. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

No Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of a parking area, beach access in the form
of a rempstairway, park sile amenities and a restroom facility with chemical toilets. The proposed project
would not require connection to an existing sewer lines. No impacts would be expected.

(Sources: Project Site Plan and Malibu General Plan)

C. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the consfruction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation, Currently, runoff from the proposed site runs over the bluff
face onto the beach below. The project would involve the development of a parking area and provide beach
access in the form of a rempstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility on approximately 1.92
acres of land. The project would replace vacant land with a building, parking area and landscaping. The
proposed project would increase the amount of storm water and runoff on-site. There are no storm water
drainage facilities on-site and none proposed with the project. Drainage would be directed towards PCH and
into existing drainage system. The project would not require the expansion of existing facilities located
along PCH.

(Sources: Site Survey , Malibu General Plan and Los Angeles County General Plan)

D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and
resources, or are hew or expanded entitlements needed?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves the construction of a parking area, park site
amenities and a restroom facitity. The restroom facility would include chemical toilets. Water supplies would
be needed for the proposed potable drinking fountains. Water services are supplied to the City of Malibu by
County Waterworks District No. 29 from the MWD, Water is obtained from the State Water Project and the
Colorado River. The site would be served by a 10-inch water line that changes to an B-inch water line, which
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Environmental Analysis (continued)

runs along PCH. Possible expansion of the water facilities fo serve the potable drinking fountains is not
expected to create significant impacts.

(Sources: Site Survey and Project Description)

E. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include potable drinking fountains. The
proposed restroom facility would include chemical toilets, which would not generate any wastewater. The
proposed project is not expected to create any wastewater. Thus, no impacts are expected.

(Sources: Site Location Map, City of Malibu and Project Description )

F. ‘Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve the development of a
parking area, beach access in the form of a rampstairway, park site amenities and a restroom facility. As a
result of the development, construction debris would be generated which would need to be disposed at area
landfills. The new facilities at Dan Blocker Beach would also generate solid wastes. G.1. Industries provides
waste collection services to the project arca and would serve the proposed project site. A substantial
increase in the amount of waste being generated by the project is not anticipated due to the small scale of
the proposed development. The Calabasas Landfill, located at off of Lost Hills Road) in the City of
Calabasas, would serve the project and has the capacity to operate for the next 15 years. It is estimated that
the landfill can accommodate approximately 500,000 tons of waste each year until its scheduled closure date.
Thus, landfill capacity would not be adversely affected by the proposed project.

(Sources: Site Survey, Site Location Map, and G.I Industries)

G. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

Less than Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal in Malibu is managed by four private hauling companies.
G.I Industries would serve the proposed project. All solid wastes are taken to the Calabasas Landfill, which is
owned and operated by Los Angeles County Sanitation District. This landfill has remaining capacity to operate
for the next 15 years. Solid waste from the project is expected to be limited to that generated by trash from the
picnic areas and beach. Also, this solid waste generation is not expected to be substantial. In addition,
G.LIndustries operates waste recycling programs, whereby recycling boxes are emptied on a weekly basis. A
“single-stream” operation allows recyclable materials to be collected at the project site and later sorted at the
plant. Impacts on waste generation are not expected to be significant and no conflict with solid waste
regulations is expected.

(Sources: Site Location Map, Malibu General Plan, and G.1. Industries)
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SECTION 4;: MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

4.1 FINDINGS

The environmental analysis in Section 3 of this document indicates that the proposed Dan Blocker Beach
project may have the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts on a number of issue areas,
including air quality, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality. Mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the project, which would mitigate potentially significant adverse impacts to below a level of
significance. The following findings can be made regarding the mandatory findings of significance set forth
in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines, as based on the results of this environmental assessment:

u The proposed project will not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment. There are no sensitive plant or animal species on site, and the project will
not reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below setf-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a pfant or animal community, or
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Also,
there are no cultural resources on or near the site which may be affected by the
proposed project. The project will not eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory.

u The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the
disadvantage of long term eavironmental goals. The development of the project site would
lead to a parking lot, park site amenities, and beach access in the form of an access
stairway on the sife. Mitigation measures would lessen impacts associated with geology
and soils, hydrology and construction impacts associated with air quality to a level below
significance. With the implementation of the mitigation measures, the project would not
significantly impact the environment and the project would be in concurrence with long
term environmental goals.

[ | The proposed project will not have environmental impacts which are individually limited
but cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed developments in the
project vicinity. The limited size of development associated with the proposed project will
not be large enough to curnulatively lead to significant adverse impacts, when added to
proposed, planned or anticipated development in the area. The potential air quatity of the
project would be confined to the construction period and would be short term.  Mitigation
measures have been recommended to reduce construction impacts. Cumulative impacts
related to construction pollutant emissions are not expected fo be significant. The potential
impact of increased erosion that would impact the sensitive coastline and the geotechnical
impacts have been reduced to below a level of significant through mitigation measures.
Other development projects would likewise be required to implement geotechnical and
hydrological measures to address site-specific geological constraints and erosion. No
cumulative impacts would be expected.

u The proposed project will not have environmental impacts which may have adverse effects
on humans, either directly or indirectly, with implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures. Adverse impacts are expected to be mitigated to less than significant
levels.

L e ——————— ]
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Mandatory Findings of Significance {continued)

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and Department of Beaches and Harbors has
determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be adequate for the enviroomental review of the
proposed project. The recommended mitigation measures presented in Section 4.2, below, shall be
incorporated as part of the project to prevent the potential for significant adverse impacts.

4.2 MITIGATION MEASURES

A number of mitigation measures have been recommended to avoid and reduce potentially significant
adverse impacts to levels considered less than significant. The incorporation of these measures as part of the
project and their implementation would allow the proposed Dan Blocker Beach project to qualify for a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), To mitigate the project’s impacts, the following mitigation measures
will be implemented as part of the project:

Alr Quality

To ensure that construction emissions do not affect adjacent residents, the following measures are
recommended:

Use of watering for dust control during clearing, grading and construction. _
Soil disturbance should be terminated when high winds (>25 mph) make dust control extremely
difficult.

¢ Limiting grading/soil disturbance to as small an area as practical at any one time.

Geology and Soils/ Hydrology and Water Quality

To ensure impacts associated with erosion and structural stability of the development, the following measures
are recommended: '

Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the bluff face.
Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face of the
bluff.

e During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas to be
developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to drain any flows
away from the bluff face.

* Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that are not well vegetated should be planted
with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion.

s+ A sufficiently decp concrete pile or foundation system for a concrete landing for the access stairway
should be constructed to undermine wave action and/or beach erosion.

» The access stairway should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial erosion
processes.

» The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach
prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed.

e  Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade before final design of the
stairway and parking lot. After these samples are taken the recommendations in the Geotechaical
Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000
may be modified depending on the findings. If modified findings result from the samples, those
findings should be implemented, as modified.
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SECTION 5: LIST OF PREPARERS/REFERENCES

5.1 PREPARERS OF THE MND/INITIAL STUDY

David Evans and Associates, Inc

ADD ADDRESS
Karen Ruggels Project Manager
Rebecca Smimiotis Project Planner
Josephine Alido Project Planner
Natasha Ali-Khan Project Assistant

ASM and Affiliates

543 Encinitas Blvd., Suite 114

Encinitas, CA 92024

Phone: (760) 632-1094

John Cook, Principal

Katz Okitsu & Associates
1055 Corporate Center Dr., Suite 300
Monterey Park, CA 91754-7642
Phone: (323) 260-4703
Walter Okitsu, P.E.

Group Delta
4455 Murphy Canyon Road, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92123

Phone; (858) 573-1777
Donald A. Chords, Senior Engineer
Braven R. Smillie, Principal Geologist

Pacific Southwest Biological Services
PO Box 985 National City
San Diego, CA 91951

Phone: (619)477-5380
R. Mitchel Beauchamp, Pregident, M.Sc.

5.2 REFERENCES

'The following references were used in the preparation of this MND/Initial Study and are available for review
by the public at the offices of the Project Management Division of the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works at 900 South Fremont Avenue, in Alhambra, California 91803 or at the offices of David Evans
and Associates at 800 North Haven Avenue, Suite 300, Ontario, Califomia 91764 during normal business

hours.

California Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Report and General Soil Map for Los

Angeles County, California, December 1969,

California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas, California Oi), Gas and Geothermal
Resources, Publication No TR03, 1988.
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Preparers/References (continted)

California Department of Finance, E-5 Report, Population and Housing Estimates for Califomia Cities, January
1999 and January 2000,

California Department of Health, Office of Noise Control, Guidelines of the Preparation and Content of Noise
Elements of General Plans, February 1976.

California Office of Planning and Research, California Environmental Quality Act and the CEQA Guidelines,
2000.

California Trade and Commerce Industry, Los Angeles County, California Scenic Routes, 1994.
City of Malibu, City of Malibu General Plan, November 1995

County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County Safety Element and Technical Appendix, December 1990.

County of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles General Plan, January 1993

County of Los Angeles, Department of Beaches & Harbors, Resource Inventory — Dan Blocker Beach Project,
March 1989.

Gruen Associates, Resource Inventory (Draft: For Review Purposes Only), March 1989,
Legislative Counsel of California, California Law, 1999.

Los Angeles County MTA, Los Angeles County Bike Map, 1993.

Microsoft Expedia, Streets and Trips 2000, 1998

SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, May 1993, as amended.

State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, Dan Blocker Beach Land Qwnership Record, July,
1983.

Thomas-Brothers Maps; The Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, 2000.

U.S. Bureau of Census, 1990 U.S. Census, 1993,

US Environmental Protection Agency; Envirofacts Database; May 2000.

U.S. Enviropmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building
Equipment and Home Appliances, 1971.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, May 2000.

U.S. Geological Survey, 7 %2 Quadrangle Malibu Beach, 1995

U.S. Geological Survey, 7 % Quadrangle Point Dume, 1995
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Preparers/References (continued)

5.3 PERSONS CONTACTED

City of Malibu, Andrew Ho

City of Malibu, Rick Morgan

City of Malibu, Florencio Signo

Department of Beaches & Harbors, Dean Smith
Department of Beaches & Harbors, Greg Woodell
G.1. Industries, Suzanne Suef

Lost Hills Sheriffs Station, Captain O’Brien
Maliibu Fire Prevention, Inspector Monahan
Waterworks District No. 29 Malibu, Ben Oroomchi
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SECTION 6: METIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

W

6.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP}

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works (Department) prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Initial
Study (IS) for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach project located on approximately 1.92 acres ona bluff top
at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu south of Pacific Coast
Highway, north of the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean, west of Corral Canyon Road, and east of
Latigo Point.

The MND/IS indicated that the proposed project would result in the potential for significant
environmental impacts associated with air quality, geology and soils, and hydrology and water quality.
Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project to reduce impacts to below a level of
significance. The mitigation measures for the proposed project must be adopted by the County of Los
Angeles, in conjunction with adoption of the MNDY/IS.

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and CEQA Guidelinies section 15097 require the Lead
Agency for each project that is subject to the CEQA to monitor performance of the mitigation measures
inciuded in any environmental document to ensure that implementation does, in fact, take place. The PRC
requires the Lead Agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and ensuring the
implementation of required mitigation measures. Specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements that will
be enforced during project implementation shall be adopted coincidental to final approval of the project by
the responsible decision maker(s).

In accordance with PRC Section 21081.6, the Department has developed this Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Dan Blocker Beach project. 'The purpese of the MMRP is to ensure
that the proposed parking area, beach access, park site amenities, and restroom facility comply with all
applicable environmental mitigation and permit requirements.

Mitigation measures incorporated into the proposed project include measures that would reduce short-
term environmental impacts associated with construction activities on the site, as well as minimize
impacts by restoring the affected environment. These measures will be implemented during grading and
construction activities.

The monitoring fable below lists the mitigation measures, which will be implemented as part of the
project. Responsible parties, the time frame for implementation, and the monitoring parties are also
identified. A column is provided for the monitoring party to sign-off on the implementation of each
mifigation measure.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is responsible for review of all monitoring actions,
enforcement actions, and document disposition. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works will
rely on information provided by the monitor as accurate and up to date and will field check mitigation
measure status as required.

e
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

BACKGROUND

1. Name of Proponent: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Project Management Division

2. Address: 900 South Fremont Avenue, 5™ Floor
Alhambra, CA 913803

3. Telephone Number: (626) 300-2318

4, Project Title: Dan Blocker Beach Project

5. Project Address 26000 Pacific Coast Highway

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

B Aesthetics = Agricuiture Resources B Air Quality

B Biological Resources B Cultural Resources B Geology /Soils

B Hazards & Hazardous Materials B Hydrology/ Water Quality = Land Use/ Planning
O Mineral Resources O Noise 0 Population / Housing
O public Services O Recreation o Transportation/Traffic
O [ ]

Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

r

X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact™ or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2} has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

e —
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Frvironmentad Checklist {oantineed)

1 find that althoug’ the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially sipnificant effects fa) huve been analysd adequately in an carlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant 10 applicable standards, und (b) have been avoided or mitigated pussuant
to that carlier TIR or NEGATIVE BECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
WG imp upon the proposcd project, nothiny futher i reyuired.

%ﬂo ) | ~ Pl I, too] -

Signature Date
_Donna Stene, Project Manager Lus Angeles County Department of Public Works
Printed name For

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) Abrief explanation is requircd for all answers cxcept “No Impact” answevs that are adcquately supported by the
informarion sources 3 Jead agency cites in the parenthscs followiag vuch question. A “No Impact” answer is
udequately suppurted if the refecenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e gr., the project fulls outside a fault aupture zone). A “No impact” anawer should be
explained where it is based un project-specific lictors, as wall as yeneral standards {s.g., the praject will ot eapose
senitive receptors Lo polhuants, bosed on a project-specific screcning analysis).

73 All answers must take acoounl of the wholg action involved, including off-site as welk s un-site, cumulatlve as
well as project-level, inditect as well us direcs, and construction ag well us operationnl impuets.

) Once the lead agency has determined that o particular physieal inract may oeeur, then the checklist answers must

indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or Jeys than signifivanl,

“Puentially Sigaificant Impact™ is appruprate if there is substuntisl evidenue that an effect may be significant. 17

there are one or mere "Polentially Sigmficans Irapuet™ cntries when the determination iy mudy, an EIR is requised.

4)  “Negative Declaration: Less ‘Than Significant With Mutigauion Incorporated™ applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures hus veduced an elfeet from “Potentially Signitficant finpact” to a “Less Than Significant
tmpact”. The lead agency must descripe the mitigation measutes. nd bricfly explain how they reduce the elTect o
& less fhan siguificen: level {mitigation measures from Scetion XVII, “Larkier Analyses”, muy b cross-refarenced).

3)  Earlivr analysas may be used where, pursuwist 1o the tieting, program RIR, or ather CEQA process, an cifect hay
baen adequately analyzed in un carlier EIR o nogalive declaration. Scetion 15083(wXIXD). Tn this case, @ brict
discussinn should identify the following:

2)  Farlier Anafysis Used. Idenufy snd state where they ure available for review.

b)  Impacts Adeyuately Addcessed. Identity which effects from the above checkist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an exrlier document pursuant 1o spplicehle lepal slundards, and state whether sueh
elects were addressed by mitigation mensurcs based on the carlier analysis,

¢)  Muigativn Measurcs, Fur elects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigatian Measures Incorporated”.
deseribe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they nddiess site-speeific conditions for the project.

8)  1ead apenvics arc encouraged to incotporate inty the chacklis references o information sourees tor potential
wapacts {¢.8., general plans. Zoning ordinances). Refirence ta a previousty prepared or outside documunt should,
where appropriate, include a reference to ithe page or pages where the stulement is substantisted.

7r  Supposing Informatn Suurces: A soce list should be autached, and other sources used or individuals comacied
should be cited in the discussion.

8)  Thisis only a seguested forny, aned lead agencies are fres to use different formats; however, lead agencies showld
normally addeess the quesnons from this chiacklist thut are relevant to a project’s cnvirnnmental cifects in whalever
format s sefected.

) The explunation of each issuc should identily:

4} the sipniticance critetia or threshald, if any, uscd to evaluaie cach question; imd

b) the mitigation measure identified, ifany, to raduce the impact fo Jeys than signiffcanee

e e e e — e e—
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Environmental € '}:eckh‘s ominued)

Less Than

. Significant
Patentially With Less Than

Significant Mitigarion Significant

Trupact Incorpotated Inmpact No Impact

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

O
O
|
]

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but a O [ ]
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 8 1 [ | g
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which o u a 0O
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept.
of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland, Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmiand, or a a D ]
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown

on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program of the California Resources

Agency, to non-agriculturat use?

b} Conflict with existing zoning for agricultutal use, ora & O O [ |
Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment | a a [ ]
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

IL AIR QUALITY. Where avaifable, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the O O ] n
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute a [ ] O i}
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

©) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 0 0 [} (]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air

quality standard (including releasing ¢missions which

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O [m) = O
concentrations? Need more information!

Draft MND/Initial Study April 12, 2001
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Environmental Checklist {continned)

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitization Significam ,
Inipact Inc:m%omled Impact No Impact
¢) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial O 0 o n

number of people?

IV, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 0 [ [ ] O
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as

a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or

regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian O a ] O
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in

local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and

Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 0 O [ ] ()
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water

Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal poal,

coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native O O [ | 0
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with

established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,

or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 0 O O [ |
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict witir the provisions of an adopted Habitat 0 O | a
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance O O O ]
of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance O | (] n
of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section

15064.5?

<) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] O o [

resource or site or unigue geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 0 O O =
outside of formal cemeteries?

V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial a O | &
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or

b
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death involving:

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

b) Strong seismic ground shaking?

¢) Setsmic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
d) Landslides?

¢) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoii?

. ) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, latera!
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

g) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 13- 1-
B of the Uniform Building Code (1994}, creating
substantial risks to life or property?

h) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b} Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous tnaterials sites compiled pursuant to
Govemment Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in

Patentizlly
Significant
Tmpact

16 I 0 O o S

Environmental Checklist (continued)

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

E w00 O

Less Than
Sdynificant
[mpact No mpact

| 0
O |
a n
0 0
0 0
a a
o ]
(W] ]
[ ] O
8 |
O ]
8 a

L . . . ______]
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Environmental Checklist fcominuéd)

Less Than
) Significant
Paterially With l'..ess' Than
St Mo SEAL o impan
the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, a a (W] [ ]
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
g) Tmpair implementation of or physically interfere with o ] a ]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h} Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, (] ] [ | a
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:
a) Violate any water quality standards ot waste discharge a g ] 0
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere O O [ | (]
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer velume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop te a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the (H] ] O O

site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the a O [ | a
site or area, including through the alteration of the course

of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or

amount of surface mnoff in a manner which would result

in flooding on- or off-site?

e} Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed a a ] Ll
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of

poltuted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 0 O O ]
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as O a a =
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood

insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map?

k) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures O O n O
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, g O O [ ]

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a

]
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Environmental Checklist (om:‘nued)

Less Than
. Significant
Pf)tei'malty With L.ess‘Trnn
Sproe e ST e
result of the failure of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? a O | (m
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? (m} ) O [ ]
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or O o = 0
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan O a 0 [ ]

or natural community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral O a . [ ]
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important a O (W] [ |
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

XI1. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in O g | a
excess of standards established in the local general plan or

noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive O n| [ | O
groundbome vibration or groundborme noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 0 O | | O
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 0 ] [ ] |
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

without the project?

¢) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, O a g n

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, (W] [ ] [}
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

e ]
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Environmental Checklist (continued)

Less Than
Significait
Potemtially With Less Than
Sigmificant Mitiuation Significant .
Irmpact lncor;oratcd Inpact No Irpact

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either a a (] »
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension

of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, a o O ]
necessitating the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere? .

¢} Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating B a O [

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Woauld the groject result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered govemmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construetion of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? O 8 [ ] 0
Police protection? 8 O [ O
Schools? a 0 m| |
Parks? a 0 [ ] O

| a a =

Other public facilities?

XIV. RECREATION.

" a) Would the project increase the use of existing a 0 [ a
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or a B [ O
require the construction or expansion of recreational

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on

the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in M| (| [ ] o
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the

street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either

the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio

on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b} Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of a [} [ ] 0
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢} Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including O O o n

Draft MND/Initial Study April 12, 2001
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Environmental Checklist fcontinued)

Less Than
Significast
Poleatially With Less Than
Slgnificant Mitigation Significant ,
Tmpact lncorporated limpuct No tmpact
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature a a | a
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] O a w
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? o & O (]
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs O O O |
supporting alternative transportation {e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?
XVI, UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the
project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the O O | O
applicable Regional Water Quality Controf Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water of B o O n
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construetion of which could cause
significant environmental effects? _
¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm watet | O [ A
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the O (] [ | ]
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?
¢} Result in a determination by the wastewater ireatment O & ] a

provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted (W] (|| [ ] a
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and O a [ ] (]
regulations related to solid waste?

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the O o | a
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten

to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the

nurnber or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

period of California history or prehistory?

M'
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URBEMIS 7G: Version 3.1

File Name: blocker.URB
Project Name: Dan Blocker Beach
Project Location: South Coast Air Basgin (lLos Angeles area)

DETAILED REPORT
(Pounds/bay - Summer)

Total Land Use Area to be Developed (Estimated)}: 2 acres
Retail/Office/Institutional Square Footage: 36808.2
Single Family Units 0 Multi-family Units 0

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Source ROG NOx CO PM10
bemolition 0.00
Site Grading 2.15 15.63 - 18.75
Conat. Worker Trips 0.10 0.14 o 0.26 6.03
Statiocnary Bquip. 0.17 0.14 - 0.01
Mobile Bguip. - Gas 0.00 0.00 - 0.00
Mobile Equip. - Diesel 2.88 45.68 - 2.82
Architectural Coatings 0.00
Asphalt Offgasing 0.00
TOTALS (ppd, unmitigated) 5.30 61.59 0.26 21.61

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Source ROG NOox Co PM10
Demclition _ 0.00
Site Grading 2.04 14.85 - 8.35
Const. Worker Trips 0.10 0.14 0.26 0.03
Stationary Egquip. 0.17 0.14 - .01
Mobile Equip. - Gas 0.00 0.00 - 0.00
Mobile Equip. - Diesel 2.74 43 .40 - 2.68
Architectural Coatings 0.90
Asphalt Offgasing 0.00
TOTALS (ppd, mitigated) 5.04 58.52 0.26 11.06

Construction-Related Mitigation Measures

Soil Erosion Measures: Replace Ground Cover in Disturbed Areas Quickly:
Percent Reduction(ROG 0% NOx 0% CO 0% PM10 49%)
Properly Maintain Equipment:
Percent Reduction{ROG 5% NOx 5% CO 0% PM10 5%)
Implement Water/Paved Road Measures: Water All Haul Roads 2x Per Day:
Percent Reduction(ROG 0% NOx 0% CO 0% PM10 3%)
Reduce Speeds on Unpaved Roads to 15 mph or lessa:
Percent Reduction(ROG 0% NOx 0% CO 0% PM10 70%)
Mobile Equipment: Properly Maintain Equipment:
Percent Reduction(ROG 5% NOx 5% CO 5% PM10 5%)
Architectural Coatings: Use Low VOC Coatings:
Percent Reduction{ROG 5% NOx 0% CO 0% PM10 0%)
asphalt Paving: Use Low VOC Asphalt:
Percent Reduction(ROG 5% NOx 0% CO 0% PM1O 0%)



OPERATIONAL (Vehicle} EMISSION ESTIMATES
Analysis Year: 2001 Temperature (F}: 90
EMFAC Version: EMFAC7G (10/96)

Summary of Land Uses:

Seasgon: Summer

Unit Type Trip Rate
Beach 142.10 trips / acre
Vehicle Assumptions:
Fleet Mix: '’
Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst
Light Duty Autos 75.00 i.1s
Light Duty Trucks 10.00 0.13
Medium Duty Trucks 3.00 -1.44
Lite~Heavy Duty Trucks 1.00 19.56
Med. -Heavy Duty Trucks 1.00 . 19.56
Heavy-Heavy Trucks 5.00

- Urban Buses 2.00
Motorcycles 3.00 100.00

Si

B

zZe Total Trips
1.69 240.15
Catalyst Diesel
98.58 0.26
99.54 0.33
98.56
40.00 40 .44
40.00 40.44
100.00
_ 100.00
all fuels



Travel Conditions

Residential . Commercial
Home - Home- Home -
Work Shop Other Commute Non-Work Customer
Urban Trip Length {miles) 10.6 4.5 5.6 9.5 5.1 5.1
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 6.0 10.3 5.5 5.5
Trip Speeds (mph) 35 40 40 40 40 40
% of Trips - Residential 20.0 37.0 43.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Beach 20.0 10.0 70.0



UNMITIGATED EMISSIONS

ROG NOx

Beach 2.56 5.68 20.
. ROG NOx

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 2.56 5.68 20.

Includes correction for passby trips.

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

MITIGATED -EMISSIONS

ROG NOx

Beach 2.56 5.68 20
ROG NOx

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lba/day) 2.586 5.68 20

iIncludes correction for passby trips,

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

Co
46

co
46

Co

.46

CO

.46

PM10
1.79

PM10
1.79

PM10
1.79

PM10
1.79



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS APPLICABLE TC THE PROJECT
Dadestrian Environment

Side Walks/Paths: No Sidewalks

Street Trees Provide Shade: No Coverage

Pedestrian Circulation Access: No Destinations

Visually Interesting Uses: No Uses Within Walking Distance
Street System Enhances Safety: No Streets

Pedestrian Safety from Crime: No Degree of Safety
Visually Interesting Walking Routes: No Visual Interest

CODDOO0O0

0.0 <~ Pedestrian Environmental Credit
0.0 /19 = 0.00 <- Pedestrian Effectiveness Factor

Trangit Service

o} Transit Service: Dial-A-Ride or No Tranzit Service
0.0 <- Transit Effectiveness

0.0 <- Pedestrian Factor -

0.0 <«-Total

0.0 /f110 = 0.00 <-Transit Effectiveness Factor

Bicycle Environment

0 Interconnected Bikeways: No Bikeway Coverage
0 Bike Routes Provide Paved Shoulders: No Routes
0.0 Safe Vehicle Speed Limits: No Routes Provided
o Safe School Routes: No Schools
Uses w/in Cycling Distance: No Uses w/in Cycllng Distance
0 Bike Parking Ordinance: No Ordinance or Unenforceable

0.0 <- Bike Environmental Credit
0.0 /20 = 0.00 <- Bike Effectiveness Factor



MITIGATION MEASURES SELECTED FOR THIS PROJECT
(All mitigation measures are printed, even if
the sgelected land uses do not constitute a mixed use.)}

Transit Infrastructure Measures

% Trips Reduced ' Measure

15 Credit for Existing oxr Plamned Community Transit Service
15 <~ Totals

Pedestrian Enhancing Infrastructure Measures {Residential)

% Trips Reduced Measure .
2 Credit for Surrounding Pedestrian Environment
2 <- Totals

Pedestrian Enhancing Infrastructure Measures (Non-Residential)

% Trips Reduced Measure
2 Credit for Surrounding Pedestrian Environment
2 <- Totals

Bicycle Enhancing Infratructurxe Measures (Residential)

% Trips Reduced Measure
7 Credit for Surrounding Bicyecle Environment
7 <- Totals

Bike Enhancing Infrastructure Measures (Non-Residential)

& Trips Reduced Measure

5 Credit for Surrounding Area Bike Environment
5 <- Totals

Operational Measures (Applying to Commute Trips)

% Trips Reduced Measure
0 <~ Totals

Operational Measures (Applying to Employee Non-Commute Trips)

% Tripg Reduced Measure
C <- Totals

Operational Measures (Applying to Customer Trips)

% Trips Reduced Measure
0 <~ Totals

Measures Reducing VMT (Non-Residential)

VMT Reduced Measure
0 Park and Ride Lots

¢ <~ Totals
Measures Reducing VMT (Residential}

VMT Reduced Measure
0 <- Totals



Total Percentage Trip Reduction
with Environmental Factors and Mitigation Measures

Travel Mode Home-Work Trips Home-Shop Trips Home-Othexr Trips

Pedestrian 0.00 0.00 0.00
Transit 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bicycle 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totals 0.00 0.00 0.00
Travel Mode Work Trips Employee Trips Customer Trips
Pedegtrian 0.00 0.00 0.00
Transit 0.00 Q.00 0.00
Bicycle 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totals 0.00 0.00 0.00



Changes made to the default values

The user has turned off the area source emissions default switch.
The demclition emissions option switch has been changed

The asphalt option switch has been changed

The architectural coatings option switch has been changed
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Dan Blocker County Beach
Biological Resources Assessment and Impacts Analysis

18 January 2001

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

A general biological survey of the 1.69-acre bluff area overlooking Dan Blocker
County Beach revealed a Disturbed Habitat with remnant Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation.
No sensitive plants were encountered. One sensitive animal, the Southemn California
Rufous-crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site,

INTRODUCTION

At the request of David Evans and Associates, Inc., Pacific Southwest Biological
Services, Inc., (Pacific Southwest) conducted a general biological survey of site. The
purpose of the survey was to inventory and evaluate the biological resources on the site,
 to identify areas constrained for development based on biological resources and
regulations, and to recognize measures available to minimize impacts to existing natural
assets.

LOCATION

The site consists of 1.69 acres on a bluff overlooking Dan Blocker County Beach.
The site is located along the south side of Pacific Coast Highway (State Highway 1),
within the City of Malibu, west of Corral Canyon Road and east of Seagull Way, and can
be located on the USGS 7.5’ Malibu Beach, California at UTM: 11-S: 338,900mE;
3,766,900mN (Figures 1 & 2). The site lies in unsectioned lands of Rancho Topanga
Malibu Sequit. Access to the site is directly from Pacific Coast Highway.

GENERAL PHYSIOGRAPHY

Elevation ranges from 35 feet along the top of the bluff down to sea level. A
chain link fence with gates runs the length of the site along Pacific Coast Highway. At
the time of the survey gates for vehicle access were locked; however, one unlocked gate
provided easy pedestrian access. Width of the bluff from the curb along Pacific Coast
Highway varies from approximately six feet, where a partially eroded drainage occurs
approximately 200 feet from the west end of the site, to approximately 90 feet near the
east end. A concrete culvert carries flows under Pacific Coast Highway adjacent to the
north, and is visible halfway down the ocean-side bluff face. Soils mapped for the site
are Castaic silty clay loam, 30% to 40% eroded (USDA 1967). Surficial geology is -
indicated as igneous Miocene volcanics and sedimentary middle Miocene marine
(Jennings and Strand 1969). The site boasts a spectacular overiook of Santa Monica Bay
from the southern base of the Santa Monica Mountains.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project consists of development of a public access beach facility
involving removal of the existing chain link fence, demolition of existing pavement,
construction of a parking lot, and development of park amenities. Proposed amenities
include a bluff-top picnic area with picnic tables, porfable drinking fountains, and a

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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memorial monument and plaque. The project includes the construction of a ramp to
allow beach access, and paved walkways, with bench seating, connecting the parking
area with park site amenities and beach access. Access from Pacific Coast Highway
would be provided through two gated driveways. Park directory and highway entrance
signage would be provided. K-rail barriers would be installed adjacent to Pacific Coast
Highway for safety, as would a railing system at the edge of the bluff. Erosion control
planting of new and existing slopes with appropriate vegetation, and installation of a
temporary irrigation system, are also planned.

METHODS, SURVEY LIMITATIONS, AND DEFINITIONS

Prior to field work, Pacific Southwest conducted a search of the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) for the
USGS 7.5' Malibu Beach and Point Dume, California Quadrangles. This search revealed
several federally- or state-listed species that may occur in the vicinity of the property.
Also reviewed were reports of previous surveys conducted by Pacific Southwest in the
vicinity. Prior surveys in the area included acreage about Escondido Canyon, just north
of the site, as well as a beach bluff stabilization assessment of a private residence to the
west (Pacific Southwest 1989,1997).

Pacific Southwest biologist Comnelius W. Bouscaren performed a general
zoological and botanical assessment of the site 3 January 2001 during the hours 0650-
0915. The temperature range was 57-65°F, skies were clear, and winds were westerly 5-
10 mph. Methods consisted of walking slowly throughout the entire site while watching
and listening for wildlife, and recording fauna and flora upon observation. The strand
below the bluff was surveyed for wildlife only, from the top of the bluff. “Pishing,” a
technique commonly used to attract the interest of passerines and draw them into view,
was occasionally employed. Binoculars (8.5x44 power) were used to assist in the
detection and identification of wildlife. Visual and/or auditory detection, tracks, scats,
bones, dens, and burrows confirmed species presence.

SURVEY LIMITATIONS AND DEFINITIONS
Complete biological inventories of large sites may require a large number of field

hours during different seasons as well as nocturnal sampling for some animal groups,
such as small mammals or migratory or nomadic birds. Depending on the season during
which the field survey is conducted, amphibians, snakes, many mammals, owls and other
nocturnal birds, and annual plants are groups that can be difficult to inventory. The
effects of drought may cause temporary shifts in the local distribution of species, which
may recolonize the site in question when more normal rainfall patterns resume.
Conversely, precipitation above the usual, such as those frequently referred to as El Nifio
events, may also bring about a temporary change in the normal distribution mosaic.
However, through literature review, study of museum records, and knowledge of the
habitat requirements and distribution patterns of individual species, the probability of a
given species being present on a site can often be fairly accurately predicted by an
experienced field biologist.

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Due to the seasonal timing of the surveys, not all plant species would be observed
on the site. However, sensitive plants with a strong potential to occur on the site are
usually identifiable during most of the year by an experienced botanist. The surveys
performed for this assessment are considered complete and accurate for the species of
concern, unless otherwise noted.

The scientific nomenclature used in this report is from the following standard
references: vascular plants (Beauchamp 1986, Hickman 1993, Munz 1974); vegetation
communities (Holland 1986, Skinner and Pavlik 1994); wildlife habitats (Mayer et al.
1988); amphibians and reptiles (Jennings 1983 and Stebbins 1985); birds (American
Omithologists' Union 1998); and mammals (Jameson and Pecters 1983, Jones et al.
1992). :

Vegetation Communities

Vegetation communities are assemblages of plant specics that usually coexist in
the same area. The classification of vegetation communities is based upon the life form
of the dominant species within that community and the associated flora.

‘Wildlife Habitats :

Wildlife habitats differ from vegetation communities in that a wildlife habitat may
contain several vegetation communities that are similar in structure but different in the
plant species composition, location and soil substrate. This distinction becomes an
important factor when assessing the sensitivity of a particular wildlife habitat. In
addition, the interaction of various wildlife species occurs between many different
wildlife habitats. This becomes more evident where these habitats overlap in areas
known as ecotones. These ecotones support a combination of the species from two or
more adjoining habitats, which generally increases the number and diversity of species
within these areas.

RESULTS
BOTANICAL RESOURCES
Vegetation

The site is characterized by an infestation of several non-native weed plants
mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation, which consists of Beach
Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum), California Sagebrush (4riemisia californica),
Goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii), California Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf
Sumac (Malosma laurina), and Coyote Brush (Baccharis pilularis). The more
conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include Hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis),
Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia incana),
Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum),
the latter being a dominant species on the slopes all about the site and adjacent ocean-side
slopes. Substantial areas are covered with pavement and devoid of vegetation of any
kind. In others pavement rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy species. Modest
amounts of trash occur. ' .

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Flora
The 30 plant taxa observed at the site, including 13 non-native species (43%), are

typical of disturbed and remnant Scrub habitats of the region (Appendix 1). None of the
observed taxa are sensitive in any state, federal or conservation organization listing.

Z.0OLOGICAL RESOURCES
Sixteen species of fauna were observed during the survey (Appendix 2). These

include one reptile and fifteen birds.

Reptiles
The Western Fence Lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), one of the most common
western lizards, was observed.

Birds
Common and widespread resident species observed atop the bluff include the

House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), California Towhee (Pipilo crissalis), American
Crow (Corvus brachyrynchos), Rock Dove (Columba livia), Black Phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), and Anna’s Hurnmingbird (Calypte anna). Also observed was an abundant
migrant and frequent winter visitor, the White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia
leucophrys). Observed on the beach and flying just offshore were the Heerman’s Guil
(Larus heermani), Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis), and California Gull (Larus
californicus). Shorebirds observed on the beach were the Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis
squatarola), Marbled Godwit (Limosa fedoa) and Sanderling (Calidris alba). Observed
on the water just offshore was the California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus), a common to very common non-breeding visitor. Nesting colonies of this
species are listed as Endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). However, nesting occurs only on off-
shore islands, generally uninhabited, without mammalian predators.

SENSITIVE BIOTIC RESOURCES
Appendix 3 lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu

Beach and Point Dume, California quadrangles in the CNDDB. Only one of these, the
Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site. Due to the high
degree of disturbance of the site, none of these other organisms are expected to occur on

the project site.

Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens)

LisTING:  USFWS - Species of Concern
CDFG - Species of Special Concemn
DisTRiBUTION: Coastal southern California from Santa Barbara County south into Baja California,
Mexico.
HABITAT:  Sparse, low scrub, often mixed with grasses on rocky slopes. California Sagebrush
{Artemisia californica) is often present in scrub mhabited by this sparrow.
STATUS:  Uncommon to fairly common but localized resident. Listing is based on concem
that thiz species is among the most sensitive to habitat fragmentation and edge

effects,

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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One individual of this species was observed in the disturbed Scrub near the eastern
boundary of the site. Because of the highly disturbed nature of the site the species is not
expected to breed here.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION

Provision of access to the beach area will generate additional disturbance in an
otherwise dynamic littoral strand habitat. The increase of human presence on the beach
strand is anticipated to have minimal impact due to the dynamic nature of the habitat.
Impacts to the project site, per se, are not significant due to the currently highly disturbed
nature of the site. Removal of any vegetation, without proactive revegetation, will allow
for invasion or reinvasion by the noxious African Fountain Grass, For this reason
revegetation of the site immediately upon completion of development is mandatory, both
for erosion control and to prevent recurrence of undesirable weedy species. Also
recommended, as an addition to the railing system at the bluff-top edge, is low wire
fencing, such as hardware cloth, with the capability of preventing trash from the park area
from reaching the beach and ocean.

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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APPENDIX1.  FLORAL CHECKLIST OF SPECIES OBSERVED

GYMNOSPERMS

Cupressaceae - Cypress Family
* Cupressus sempervirens L. ltalian Cypress

DICOTYLEDONS

Aizoaceae - Carpet-weed Family
*  Carpobrotus edulis (Molina) N.E. Brit. Hottentot-fig
*  Drosanthemum hispidurm (L.) Schwant. Rosea Iceplant
*  Mesembryanthemum crystallinum L. Crystalline Iceplant

Anacardiaceae - Sumac Family
Malosma laurina (Torr. & Gray) Abrams Laurel-leaf Sumac

‘Apiaceae - Carrot Family .
*  Foeniculum vulgare Mill. Sweet Fennel

Asteraceae - Sunflower Family
Artemisia californica Less, California Sagebrush
Baccharis pilularis DC. Coyote Brush
Brickellia californica (Torrey & Gray) Gray California Brickellbush
Encelia californica Nutt. California Encelia
Gnaphalium bicolor Bioletti  Bicolor Cudweed
Heterotheca grandiflora Nutt. Telegraph Weed
Fsocoma menziesii (Hook. & Arn.) Nesom Goldenbush
Malacothrix saxatifis (Nutt.) Torrey & A.Gray ssp. tenuifolia Nutt. & Gray Cliff Malacothrix
* Sonchus oleraceus L. Common Sow Thistle

Brassicaceae - Mustard Family
* Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-Fossat Short-pod Mustard

Chenopodiaceae - Goosefool Family
Atriplex lentiformis (Torr.} Wats. ssp. breweri (Wats.) Hall & Clem. Brewer's Saftbush

*  Atriplex semibaccata R. Br. Australion Saltbush

Euphorbiacese - Spurge Family
Chamaesyce polycarpa {Benth.) Millsp, Small-sced Sandmat
*  Ricinus communis L. Castor-bean

Fabaceae - Legume Family
* Lotus scoparius (Nutt,) Ottley var. seoparius  Coastal Degrweed

¥ Medicago polymorpha L. California Burclover

Lamiaceae - Mint Family
Salvia mellifera Greene Black Sage

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogomum parvifolium Smith Coast Buckwheat

Scrophulariaceae - Figwort Family
Mimulus aurantiacus Curtis Monksyflower .
Penstemon centranthifolius Benth. Scarlet Bupler

Solanaceae - Nightshade Family
* Nicatiana glauca Grah, Tree Tobacco

FPacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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MONOCOTYLEDONS

Liliaceae - Lily Family
Yucca whipplei Torr. Our Lord's Candle

Poaceae - Grass Family
* Cynodon doctylon (L.} Pers. Bermuda Grass
*  Pennisetum setaceum Forsk, African Fountain Grass

* . Denotes non-native plant taxa

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Appendix 2. Animals Observed or Detected

COMMON NAME

SCIENTIFIC NAME

VERTEBRATES

REPTILES

Tguanidae {Iguanids)
Western Fenee Lizard

Birns

Pelecanidae (Pelicans)
Brown Pelican

Phalacrocoracidae (Cormorants)
Double-crested Cormorant

Charadriidae (Lapwings, Plovers)
Black-bettied Plover

Scolopacidae (Sandpipers, Phalaropes)
Marbled Godwit
Sanderling

Laridae (Skuas, Gulls, Terns, Skimmers)
Heermann's Gutl
Ring-hilled Gull
Western Gull

Columbidae (Pigeons, Doves)
Rack Dove

Trochilidae (Huommingbirds)
Anna's Huimmingbird

Tyrannidae (Tyrant Flycatchers)
Black Phoebe

Corvidae (Jays, Magpies, and Crows)
American Crow

Emberizidae (Emberizids)
California Towhee
White-crowned Sparrow

Fringillidae (Finches)
House Finch

Sceloporus occidentalis

Pelecanus occidentalis californicus

Phalacrocorax aurilus

Phuvialis squatarola

Limasa fedea
Calidris alba

Larus heermanni
Larus delawarensis
Larus occidentalis

Columba livia

Calypte anna

Sayornis nigricans

Corvus brachyrhynchos

Pipilo crissalis
Zonbtrichia leucophrys

Carpodacus mexicanus

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Appendix 3. Sensitive Plants and Animals of the USGS 7.5 Malibu Beach and
Point Dume, California quadrangles.

SPECIES NAME STATUS HABITAT REQUIREMENTS POTENTIAL FOR
* Federal/State/CNPS OCCURRENCE
Blochman's Dudleya SOC/None/1B(2-3-2) Coastal scrub, coaslat bluff L. No habitat
{Dudleya blochmaniae ssp scrub, valley and foothill
blochmaniae) grassland, open rocky slopes
Braunton's Milk-veich FE/None/1B(3-3-3) SHff gravelly clay soils L. No habitat
(Astragalus brauntonii) ovarlying granite or limestone
Coulter’s Saltbush None/None/1B(2-2-2) Ocean bluffs, ridgetops, L. Single observation from
{Atriplex coulter) alkaline low places the quads Is at elevalion 203",
Lyon's Pentachaeta FE/CE/MB(3-3-3} Edges of clearings in L. No habitat
(Pentachaeta lyonii) . Chaparral
Malibu Baccharis None/None/1B(3-3-3) Coastal scrub, chaparral, L. Too much disturbance
{Baccharis malibuensis) cismontana woodland

Marescent Dudleya (Dudleya +T/Rare/1B(3-2-3) Chaparral, on sheerrock L. No habitat
Cymosa ssp marcescens) surfaces and [ocky volcanic
. cliffs
Plummer's Mariposa Lily SOC/MNone/B(2-2-3) Rocky and sandy sites, usually[i.. No habitat
(Calochartus plummeras) ) of granitic or alluvial material
Santa Monica Mountains FT/None/1B(3-2-3) Chaparal, coastal scrubon |L. Minimal habitat, site has
Dudleya volcanic cliff faces and rocky  |level or south-facing aspect.
{Dudleya cymosa s5p outcrops, primarily on north-  |Only one report (1280) from
ovafifolia) facing slopes the two quads
Santa Susana Tarplant SOC/Rare/1B(2-2-3) Chaparral, Coastal scrubon [, No sandstone
{Deinandra minthomif) sandstone outerops and
crevices

Sonoran Maiden Fern
(Thyipteris puberula var
sonorensis

None/None/2(2-2-1)

|Meadows, streams, seepage
areds

L. No habitat

Pacific Somhwest Biological Services, Inc.
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STATUS POTENTIAL FOR
SPECIES NAME Federal/Stale/CDFG HABITAT REQUIREMENTS OCCURRENCE
Menarch Butterfly None/NonefNone Winter roost sites extend along M. May roost in single
{Danaus plexippus) coast from N. Mendocino to Baja|italian Cypress on-site
Calif.; roosts located in wind-
protected tree groves
{Eucalyptus, Monterey Pine,
Cypress), with nectar and water
sources nearby
Tidewater Goby FEMone/SC Brackish water along coast from [L. No habitat
{Eucyclogobius newbernyi) Agua Hedionda Lagoon to mouth
of Smith River, esp. in shaliow
lagoons and lower stream
reaches
Southwestern Pond Turtle SOCNone/SC Permanant or nearly permanent |L. No habitat
{Cloammys marmorata ’ water in many habital types;
pallida) below 6000 ft, esp w/basking
sites I
San Diego Horned Lizard S0C/None/SC Coaslal Sage Sceub, Chaparral (M. Adequate habitat
{Phrynosoma coronatum in and and semi-arid climate,
blainvillely lesp. friable, rocky, or shallow
sandy soils
California Homed Lizard SOCMNone/SC Frequents wide variety of L. Minimal habitat
(Phrynosoma coronatum habitats, most common in
frontale) lowlands along sandy washes
with scattered low bushes
Coastal Western Whiptail SOC/None/None Deseris & semiarid areas w. L. No habitat
(Cnemidophorus tigris sparse vegetation & open areas,
multiscutaliis) also in woodland & riparian
areas, esp. where ground may
be firm soil, sandy, or rocky
-San Bermardino Ringneck Nornie/None/None Most common in apen relatively L. No habitat
Snake (Diadophis rocky areas. Cften in somewhat
punctalus modestus) moist micrchabitats near
intermittent streams
San Diego Mauntain S0C/None/SC Variety of habitats, incl, Valley- |L. No habitat
Kingsnake (Lampropellis foothill hardwood, coniferous,
zonata pulchra) chaparcal, riparian and wet
meadows.
Bank Swallow None/CT/None Colonial nester, primarily in L. Minimal habitat. Most
(Riparia riparia) : riparian or lowland habitats, esp.recent report in the two
vertical banks, cliffs wifine or  |quads: egg colfection in
sandy textured soils, near 1864
wetlands
San Diego Desert Woaodrat SOC/None/SC Mixed and chamise-redshank [L. Minimal habitat. No
(Neotoma lepida chaparral, sagebrush and rocky areas. Nest(s)
intermedia) other habitats. Prefers rocky [would have been

areas fo build stick nest.

observed if present

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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Southern Steelhead—So. FEMonefSC Freshwater Stream L. Mo habitat

Calif ESU {Oncorhynchus
mykiss irideus)

Pacific Southwest Biological Services, Inc.
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South Central Coastal Information Center
California Historical Resources Information System
California State University, Fullerton
Department of Anthropology
800 North State College Boulevard
Fullerton, CA 92834-6846
(714) 278-5395 / FAX (714) 278-5542
anthro.fullerton.edu / sccic.html

Los Angeles
Orange

Ventura

December 6, 2000

Natasha Ali-Khan

David Evans and Associates, Inc. |
8989 Rio San Diego Dr., Suite 335

San Diego, CA 92108

RE: Records Search for Dan BlockerBeach

Dear Ms. Ali-Khan,

As per your request received on December 6, we have conducted a records search for
the above referenced project. This search included a review of all recorded historic and
prehistoric archaeological sites within a half-mile radius of the project area, as well as a
review of all known cultural resource reports. In addition, we have checked our file of
historic maps, the California State Historic Resources Inventory, the National Register of
Historic Places, the listing of California Historical Landmarks, and the California Points
of Historical Interest. The following is a discussion of our findings for the project area.

Due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources, archaeological site locations are not
released. :

MALIBU BEACH QUADRANGLE
PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

Four prehistoric sites (19-00210, 19-001569, 19-001570, 19-001571) have been
identified within a half-mile radius of the project area.

HISTORIC RESOURCES:

No historic archaeological sites have been identified within a half-mile
radius of the project area,

Inspection of our historic maps — Calabasas (1903) 15' series — indicated that there
were some unimproved roads, and very few structures in place. Dry, Coral, Puerco, and
Marie Canyons were in place,



The California State Historic Resources Inventory lists no properties that have been
evaluated for historical significance within a half-mile radius of the project area.

The Nationai Register of Historic Places lists no properties within a half-mile radius
of the project area.

The California Historical Landmarks (1990) of the Office of Historic Preservation,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no landmarks within a half-mile
radius of the project area.

The California Points of Historical Interest (1992), of the Office of Historic
Preservation California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no properties within a
half-mile radius of the project area.

The listings of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments
indicated that there are no landmarks within a half-mile radius of the project
area.

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

|

Ten studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project area. Of
these, three is located within the project area. There are nineteen additional investigations
located on the Malibu Beach 7.5' USGS quadrangle and are potentially within a half-mile
radius of the project area. These reports are not mapped due to insufficient locational
information.

POINT DUME QUADRANGLE
PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

. No prehistoric sites have been identified within a half-mile radius of the project area.
HISTORIC RESOURCES:

No historic archaeclogical sites have been identified within a half-mile
radius of the project area.

Inspection of our historic maps — Calabasas (1903) 15' series — indicated that there
were some unimproved roads, and very few structures in place. Dry, Coral, Puerco, and
Marie Canyons were in place.

The California State Historic Resources Inventory lists no properties that have been
evaluated for historical significance within a half-mile radius of the project area.

The National Register of Historic Places lists no properties within a half-mile radius
of the project area.

The California Historical Landmarks (1990) of the Office of Historic Preservation,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no landmarks within a half-mile
radius of the project area.



The California Points of Historical Interest (1992), of the Office of Historic
Preservation California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no properties within a
half-mile radius of the project area.’

The listings of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments
indicated that there are no landmarks within a balf-mile radius of the project
area,

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

Four studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project area.. Of
these, three is located within the project area. There are 23 additional investigations
located on the Point Dume 7.5' USGS quadrangle and are potentially within a half-mile
_ragius of the project area. These reporis are not mapped due to insufficient locational
information.

RECOMMENDATIONS

]

Our records indicate the proposed project area has not been subject to a Phase I
archaeological survey and is located along what is considered the culturally sensitive
coastal zone. Several archaeological sites are located within a one-half mile radius,
therefore we recommend a Phase I archaeological survey be conducted by a professional
archaeologist.

If you have any questions regarding our results or the recommendations presented
herein, please feel free to contact our office at (714) 278-5395.

Invoices are mailed approximately two weeks after records searches are cornpleted.
This enables your firm to request further information under the same invoice number.
Please reference the invoice number listed below when making inquiries. Requests
made after invoicing will involve the preparation of a separate invoice with a $15.00
handling fee.

Sincerely,

Esther Won
Staff Archaeologist

Enclosures:
() Primary Number Explanation
() Site list -
X) SIS list - 8 pages
() HRL.
{) National Register Status Code - 4pages
() Invoice #9034






South Central Coastal Information Center
California Historical Resources Information System
California State University, Fullerton
Department of Anthropology
800 North State College Boulevard
Fullerton, CA 92834-6846
(714) 278-5395 / FAX (714) 278-5542
anthro.fullerton.edw/sccic.html

Los Angeles
Orange
Ventura

REFERRAL LIST FOR HISTORICAL RESOURCES
CONSULTANTS

This is a partial, alphabetically ordered, list of individuals, firms and institutions which
meet minimum qualifications to perform identification, evaluation, registration, and treatment
activities within the profession under which they are listed, in compliance with federal and state
environmental laws. It is composed of ail individuals who have requested listing by this
Information Center and who have satisfactorily documented that they meet the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards (SIS) for that profession. Inclusion on this list is determined solely on this
evaluation and not on a review of current work.

The first page of this listing is comprised of individuals who were certified by the Society
of Professional Archaeologists and who were listed on this Information Center’s Referval List as
of August 11, 1995. These individuals may or may not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards.

The Information Center provides a copy of this list without charge when field mspecnon
is recommended or upon request.

This list has been prepared in accordance with guidelines stipulated by the State.
Inclusion on this list does not constitute endorsement or recommendation by the State or this

Information Center.
Questtons regarding this Referral L:st may be directed to John Thomas, Staff

Archaeologist, or Jan Wooley, Staff Historian, Coordinators of the California Historical
Resources Information System, Office of Historic Preservation, at (916) 653-6624.

SOPA

‘Greenwood and Associates Greenwood, Roberta S., 725 Jacon Way, Pacific Palisades,
CA 90272
(310) 454-3091

Archaeological Associates Van Hom, David, White, Laura 8., P. 0 Box 180, Sun Cxty,
2:33932254?46 1783/FAX (509) 244-0084

Begole, Robert S. 722 North Pine Street, Anaheim, CA 92805

Chambers Group Inc. Mason, Roger, P.O. Box 57002, [rvine, CA 92619-7002

(714) 261-5414

Duffield, Ann Q. 143 Monterrey Drive, Claremont, CA 91711

Gray and Pape Inc. P.O. Box 4550-19, 27800 Hale Court, Tehachapi, CA 93561

November 2000



(805)967-1723

Peak & Associates, Inc. Peak, Melinda A., 3941 Park Drive, Suite 20-329, El Dorado
Hills, CA 95762

(916) 939-2405/FAX (916) 939-2406 peakinc@)jps.net

Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. Whitney-Desautels, Nancy A.; P.O. Box 2349,
Temecula, CA 92593-2349 '

(909) 767-2555/FAX (909) 767-0305

ARCHAFOLOGY

Anthropological Studies Center Praetzellis, Adrian; Praetzellis, Mary; Sunshine, Psota;
Stewart, Suzanne; Gibson, Erica; Ziesing, Grace; Meyer, Jack; Meyer, Mike; Sonoma
giagtgsU?é\égrsity, Building 29, 1801 East Cotati Ave, Building 29, Rohnert Park, CA

(707)664-2381/FAX (707)664-4155 www.sonoma.edw/projects/asc/ asc@sonoma.edu

Applied EarthWorks, Ine. Goldberg, Susan K., Pritchard Parker, Mari A.Romano,
Home, Melinda C., Williams, Scott Alan, 3292 E. Florida Avenue, Suite A, Hemet, CA
02544-4941

(909) 766-2000 !

Ar;haeological Advisory Group Brock, James, P.O. Box 491, Pioneertown, CA 92268-
0491

(760) 228-1142/FAX (760) 369-4002

Archacological Consulting Services Alexandrowicz, John Stephen, P.O. Box 39, 13826
Pollard Drive, Lytle Creek, CA 92358 .
(909) 887-0795

Archaeological Resourceé Management Corporation Allen, Kathieen C., Demcak,
Carol R., 1114 N. Gilbert St., Anahiem, CA 92801
(714) 4919702

Archaealogical Sexvices Counsultants, [nc Sfevenson, Christopher M., 4620 Indiancla
Avenue

Columbus, OH 43214

(614) 268-2514/FAX (614) 263-7881

ASM Affiliates Byrd, Brian F., Eighmey, James, Giacomini, Barb, McDonald, Meg,
Reddy, Seetha N. Schaefer, Jerry, Victorino, Kenneth D., 543 Encinitas Blvd., Ste 114,
Encinitas, CA 92024 ,

(760) 632-1094/FAX (760) 632-0913

BC Enterprises Cottrell, Marie G., 11278 Los Alamitos Blvd, # 179, Los Alamitos, CA
90720

Boxt, Mathew A. 3636 Wesley St., Culver City, CA 90232
(310) 838-0349/ mboxt@aol.com

Brian F. Smith and Assoc. Pierson, Larry J., Smith, Brian F,, 14678 Ibex Court, San
Diego, CA 92129
(858) 484-0915/fax (858) 486-4523
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February 19, 2001

Ms. Rebecca Smirniotis

David Evans and Associates, Inc
8989 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 335
San Diego, California 92108

Re: Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey

Dear Ms. Smirniotis:

- This report presents the results of a cultural resource survey conducted by ASM Affiliates
of the Dan Blocker Beach Project located within Los Angeles County between Pacific Coast
Highway and the ocean, and west of Corral Canyon Road, The study was performed to determine
the presence or absence of significant prehistoric and historic resources within the property and
assess potential project impacts in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act. It
consisted of a review of all site records and reports on file with the South Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton, followed by an intensive
pedestrian survey of the entire property. The study proved negative in that no cultural resources
were identified as a result of both the survey and records search. The project description, existing
conditions, study methods, results, and potential impacts and recommendations are provided
below.

Project Description ‘

The project property consists of 1.92 acres of vacant land situated on a low bluff
overlooking Dan Blocker Beach. The proposed project includes the removal of an existing chain-
link fence, demolition of existing pavement, and construction of a parking area and park site
amenities. These latter include bluff top picnic areas, landscaping, chemical toilet facilities, a
memorial monument, drinking fountains and bench seating. Additionally, a ramp will be
constructed to provide beach access.

Existing Conditions

As depicted on the Malibu Beach 7.5' U.S.G.S. quadrangle (Figure 1), the project is
located within an unsectioned portion of range 18 West and Township 1 South. The property can
be characterized as a highway bench cut into the hillside in the lower slopes of the Santa Monica
Mountains. The hillside extends down to the Pacific Ocean forming a coastal bluff over a narrow

343 Encinitas Blvd., Ste. 114, Encinitas, CA 92024

Voice: {760] 632-1094 = FAX: [760] 632-0913
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sandy beach. The proposed project site is located on a bluff that is approximately 10 to 20 feet
high. The slopes of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach range from being near vertical in many areas
to approximately 1:3 (horizontal: vertical). '

The project is situated in the western region of the Santa Monica Mountains near the base
of the southerly descending flanks in the City of Malibu. Geologic units located in the vicinity of
the project site include Holocene beach sands, Pleistocenc-age older alluvial sediment deposits on
the top of the hillside north of the roadway, and Miocene-age volcanic rocks exposed in the coastal
bluffs and roadway cuts. Within 2,000 feet of the project site is located a midd!le to late Miocene-
age meta-sedimentary foriation and landslide debris. Minor isolated fills also exist throughout
the site as gully infill, erosion repairs, and minor roadway grading. The proposed project site is
located on severat soil types including: Conejo Volcanics, Monterey Formation, Older Surficial
Sediment, Landslide Debris, Residual Soils, and Artificial Fill. A minor amount of colluvial
material, which is associated with an ancient landslide, debris flow from alluvial deposits, and/or
dumped material associated with the grading of PCH is located west of the center of the proposed
project site in the coastal bluff.

The project site is located within the Malibu Coastal Zone (MCZ), the most extensive
natural coastline in Los Angeles County. MCZ marine resources along the Malibu coast include
kelp beds, tide pools, marine fisheries, offshore reefs, sandy beaches, rocky headlands, sea lion
haul outs, coastal dunes, and isolated wetlands. Additionally, MCZ supports a rich and diverse
fauna of mammals, reptiles, amphibians, birds and invertebrates, which includes a number of
endangered and threatened plants and animals. The location and type of vegetation in the MCZ
depends largely on the type of soil and amount of moisture available during annual periods of
drought from approximately April to Qctober.

The project property contains several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan
Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation. Substantial areas are covered with pavement and devoid of
vegetation of any kind, while in others pavement rubble is only partiafly obscured by the weedy
species. Characteristic plant species include Beach Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum),
California Sagebrush (Artemisia californica), Goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii), California
Sunflower (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf Sumac (Malosma laurina), and Coyote Brush
(Baccharis pilularis). The more conspicuous non-native weeds of the site inciude Hottentot-fig
(Carpobrotus edulis), Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia
incana), Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum),
the latter being a dominant species on the slopes, all about the site, and adjacent ocean-side slopes.
Thirty plant taxa and 16 species of fauna were observed during the biological survey.

Cultural Setting

Archaeological and ethnographic information indicate that this area of Los Angeles County
has been occupied by Native Americans for nearly 9,000 years. The earliest evidence is that King -
(1981) terms the Early Period which incorporates the archaeological traditions identified as the
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Oak Grove and Hunting, Archaic, Early Mainland, Early Island, and Millingstone Horizon.
Coastal Archaic period sites have been characterized by somewhat undifferentiated shell middens,
few bifaces and dart points, and abundant milling equipment. They range from large residential
bases to small temporary camps and resource exploitation loci. According to King, this period
entails no fewer than three phases. The Middle Period, starting roughly 3,000 years B.P. and
lasting until 800 year B.P., is characterized by more types of beads and ornaments than before,
and a shift from rectangular to circular beads. This period, within which five phases can be
distinguished archaeologically, encompasses the Middle Canalino, early Late Mainland, late
Intermediate Horizon, and late Campbell Tradition. The Late Period is defined by the presence
of Olivella callus beads and clam disk and cylinder beads. This period terminates 1804 A.D., and
in the project area subsumes the Chumash Tradition. The latter is the tradition associated with
the contemporary Native American population of the region.

Study Methods

The methods used to assess the presence or absence of cultural resources within the
property included a records search and intensive field reconnaissance. The record searches,
conducted for a mile radius of the project, were obtained from the South Central Coastal
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton (Attachment A). The survey was
conducted by John R. Cook, RPA, on February 14, 2001, The entire approximately 2-acre
project area was thoroughly examined at 5 to 10-meter intervals. Except for paved areas, ground
visibility was generally good to excellent throughout the parcel and more than sufficient for the
detection of any archaeological resources. No problems were encountered accessing and
surveying all portions of the project area.

Study Results

A review of site records disclosed that no archaeological sites have been recorded within
the project property, nor has it been subjected to previous survey or other archaeological study.
Information provided by SCCIC indicates that 10 separate studies have been conducted within a
half-mile of the project. These and other archacological studies have resulted in the identification
of 4 prehistoric resources within a half-mile radius, all of which are shell middens; no historic
archaeological sites have been recorded. Similarly, no properties listed on the California State
Historic Resources Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monuments are within a half-mile of the project property.

Intensive survey of the project area proved negative in that no prehistoric or historic
resources were identified. An isolated unifacally retouched scraper of blackish quartzitic material
was located in the center of the parcel during the survey, though no associated cultural remains
were found, and as such this does not constitute a site. The absence of cultural resources is not
particularly surprising, however, given the extent of recent historic disturbance evident and the
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| property’s topographic setting at the base of a steep slope, some distance from permaneat potable
water.

Potential Impacts and Management Recommendations

Implementation of the proposed project will involve construction of a parking lot and park
site amenities. Demolition of the existing paving and construction of the new facilities and
landscaping will necessitate grading and other landform disturbances that can adversely impact
significant cultural resources. Record search results indicate that no cultural resources have been
recorded within the project property, and intensive survey did not result in the identification of
any prehistoric or historic cultural resources. In that historic disturbances related to construction
of the previously paved area would have probably destroyed any exient cultural resources, it is
concluded that implementation of the project will not result in adverse direct or indirect impacts
to significant and California Register of Historic Places eligible cultural resources and mitigation
measures are not deemed necessary.

Should you have any questions regarding this study, please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely, 7

Attachments: Figure 1 - U.IS.G.S. quadrangle showing project location
Confidential Records Search )
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Figure 1. Dan Blocker Beach project location.




South Central Coastal Information Center
California Historical Resources Information System
California State University, Fullerton
Department of Anthropology
800 North State College Boulevard
Fullerton, CA 92834-6846
(714) 278-5395 / FAX (714) 278-5542
anthro.fullerton.edu / sceic.html

Los Angeles
Orange
Ventura

December 6, 2000

Natasha Ali-Khan

David Evans and Associates, Inc,
8989 Rio San Diego Dr., Suite 335
San Diego, CA 92108

RE: Records Search for Dan BlockerBeach

Dear Ms. Ali-Khan,

As per your request received on December 6, we have conducted a records search for
the above referenced project. This search included a review of all recorded historic and
prehistoric archaeological sites within a half-mile radius of the project area, as well as a
Teview of all known cultural resource reports. In addition, we have checked our file of
historic maps, the California State Historic Resources Inventory, the National Register of
Historic Places, the listing of California Historical Landmarks, and the Califomia Points
of Historical Interest. The following is a discussion of our findings for the project area.

Due to the sensitive nature of cultural fesources, archaeological site locations are not
released.
I
MALIBU BEACH QUADRANGLE
PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

- . Four prehistoric sites (19-00210, 19-001569, 19-001570, 19-001571) have been
identified within a half-mile radius of the project area.

HISTORIC RESOURCES:

No historic archaeological sites have been identified within a half-mile
radius of the project area.

Inspection of our historic maps — Calabasas (1903) 15 series — indicated that there
were some unimproved roads, and very few structures in place. Dry, Coral, Puerco, and
Marie Canyons were in place. '



The California State Historic Resources Inventory lists no properties that have been
evaluated for historical significance within a half-mile radius of the project area.

The National Register of Historic Places lists no properties within a half-mile radius
of the project area.

The California Historical Landmarks (1990) of the Office of Historic Preservation,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no landmarks within a half-mile
radius of the project area. ‘

The California Points of Historical Interest (1992), of the Office of Historic
Preservation California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no properties within a
half-mile radius of the project area.

The listings of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Moenuments
indicated that there are no landmarks within a half-mile radius of the project

area. :
PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

Ten studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project area. Of
these, three is located within the project area. There are nineteen additional investigations
located on the Malibu Beach 7.5' USGS quadrangle and are potentially within a half-mile

radius of the project area. These reports are not mapped due to insufficient locational
information.

POINT DUME QUADRANGLE
PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

No prehistoric sites have been identified within a half-mile radius of the project area.

HISTORIC RESOURCES:

No historic archaeological sites have been identified within a half-mile
radius of the project area.

Inspection of our historic maps — Calabasas (1903) 15’ series — indicated that there
were some unimproved roads, and very few structures in place. Dry, Coral, Puerco, and
Marie Canyons were in place. '

The California State Historic Resources Inventory lists no properties that have been
evaluated for historical significance within a half-mile radius of the project area.

The National Register of Historic Places lists no properties within a half-mile radius
of the project area. :

The California Historical Landmarks (1990) of the Office of Historic Preservation,
California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no landmarks within a half-mile
radius of the project area.



The California Points of Historical Interest (1992), of the Office of Historic
Preservation California Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no properties within a
half-mile radius of the project area. .

The listings of the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments
indicated that there are no landmarks within a half-mile radius of the project
area.

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

Four studies have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project area. Of
these, three is located within the project area. There are 23 additional investigations
located on the Point Dume 7.5' USGS quadrangle and are potentially within a half-mile
ﬁfdius of the project area. These reporis are not mapped due to insufficient locational
information.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Our records indicate the proposed project area has not been subject to a Phase I
archaeological survey and is located along what is considered the culturally sensitive
coastal zone. Several archaeological sites are located within a one-half mile radius,
therefore we recommend a Phase I archasological survey be conducted by a professional
archaeologist.

If you have any questions regarding our results or the recommendations presented
herein, please feel free to contact our office at (714) 278-5395.

Invoices are mailed approximately two weeks after records searches are completed.
This enables your firm to request further information under the same invoice number.
Please reference the invoice number listed below when making inquiries. Requests
made after invoicing will involve the preparation of a separate invoice with a $15.00
handling fee. .

Sincerely, ,
i
‘ Esther Won
Staff Archaeologist
Enclosures:
() Primary Number Explanation
() Site list -
X) SIS list - 8 pages
() HRL.
() National Register Status Code - 4pages
() Invoice #9034
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD Temporary Number: _Site 3- Solstice Park

Agency Designation:

Page 1 of _4

County: Los Angeles

USGS Quad: MalibuBeach (7.5 1850 (159 Photorevised
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Chaster King & Associates ' Permanent Trinomial: LAn - 15 F1 mo.
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD Temporary Number: Site 3- Solstice Park

Agency Designation:
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18. Human Remains: _nione noted

19. Site Integrity The site appears 1o be relative!z undisturbed except for slreambank erosion and slight
disturbances caused by planting and road work.

20. Nearest Water (type, distance and direction): Solstice Canyon permanent stream adjacent.
21. Largest Body of Water within 1 km (type, distance and direction):Solstice Canyon permanent siream adjacent.

22, Vegetation Community (site vicinity): Alder and willow in Canyon bottom. Coastal Sage Scrub-Chaparral

23. Vegetation Community (on site): Live Oak, grasses, Pumle Sjgg

References for above: Munz

24. Site Soil:Dark gray sandy loam with shell 25, Surounding Soil:Brown clayey soil near the road.
Stroam gravels below.

26. Geology: Boulders and gravels under site, Conejo  27Landform: _Siream terrace
Volcanic outcrops and shale bedrock.

28. Stope: _slight 29. Exposure:  south
30. Landowner(s) (and/pr tenants) and Addresses: Mouniaing Conservancy Foundation, 3800 Solstice Canyon

Road, Malibu CA 90265 (213) 456-7154.

32. References:

33. Name of Project: _Sury rk g widening

34. Type of investigation: Surface invertory

35. Sits Accession Numbet: none Curated At: -
36. Phows: _none Taken By:
37. Photo Accession Number: On File At:

Panorama Form



Chester King & Asscciates
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE LOCATION MAP

Permanent Trinomial; _4An~ (5 7! mo. yr.

Temporary Number: Site 3- Solstice Park

Agency Designation:
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7 Chaster King & Associates Permanent Trinomial: £An - 15F mo. yr.
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE MAP Temporary Number: _Site 3- Solstice Park

Agency Designation:
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Page _1 of _4

1.

™

10.

1L

12,

13.

14,

15.

7.

USGS Quad: Malibu Beach (1.5 1950 (135) Photorevised
UTM Coordinates: Zone 11 / 338,890 Easting / 3,767,475 Northing
. Township 18W Range 18 1/4 of 1/4 of 1/4 of 1/4 of Section Base (Mer) SBM

) the oftice of the Mountaing Conservancy. The site Is approximately 300 meters upstream from Corral Ganyon
and 60 meters eam from the confluence of Solstice yon and Dry Creek. H is apparently onthe N

Chester King & Assaciates Permanent Trinomial: €A~ LAn - 570 Supplement

Agency Designation:

County: Los Angelas

Map Cocrdinates: 405 mmS 17  mmE (from NW comer of map) 6. Elevation 90 ft
Location: _On the NE si { ice Can n SW side of thg noad which fol the Canyon bottom to

Road downstream from th of Can

side of tha confluence of a small gully with Solstice Canyon. I is within Solstice Can!gn Park administered by the

Mountains Conservancy

9, Site Descrr:dpuon JJ___

at least two maters of ovarhurden some o! which was possibly deposﬂad during _gradmg or the road

Awea: §¢____ m(length)x  unknow M(width) m2. Method of Determination  observation of eroded

em Method of Determination ~ ©bservation of eroded creekbank

Depth: _30 cm

Featwres: _ntone noted

Artifacts:

Non-Artifactual Constituents: Mytilus califomia shells

Daic Recorded  4-30-89 : 16. Recorded By: ~ Chester King

Affiliation and Address C. King & Associates, P.O. Box 826, Topanga CA 90290 {213) 455-3131

Panorama Formmn



Chaster King & Associates ' Permanent Trinomial: 441 - /570 mo. yI.
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD Temporary Number: Site 2- Solstice Park

Agency Designation:

Page 2 o 4

18. Human Remains: _none noted

19. Site Integrity An unknown portion of the site has been washed away. The remaining portion of the site is
huried and probably well preserved.

20. Nearest Water (type, distance and direction): Soistice Canyon parmanent siream adjacent.
21. Largest Body of Water within 1 km (iype, distance and direction): Solstice Canyon parmanent stream adjacent.

22. Vegetation Community (site vicinity): Alder and willow in Canyon bottom. Coastal Sage Scrub

23. Vegetation Community (on site): -road and fil on site

References for above: Munz

24. Site Soil:Ligit brown clayay matrix with a relatively 25, Surrounding Soil: Yellowish brown soit above, boulders
high denstty of mussel shalls. and stream gravels below.

26. Geology: Boulders and gravals undar site, Conejo__ 27 Landform: _Stream terrace
Volcanic outcrops and shale bedrock.

28. Slope: _slight 29, Bxposure: SW
30. Landowner(s) (and/ot tenants) and Addresses: Mountains Conservancy Foyndation, 3800 Solstice Canyon

Road, Malibu CA 90265 (213) 456-7154.

31. Remarks: Burial by ovarburden greatly limited obsrevation of this site

32, References:

33. Name of Project: ey of nr I idening

34. Type of investigation: surface inventosy

38. Site Accessio